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It is now common knowledge that the FBI and 
its long-time director, J. Edgar Hoover, were 
responsible for the creation of a massive internal 
security apparatus that undermined the very 
principles of freedom and democracy they were 
sworn to protect. While no one was above 
suspicion, Hoover appears to have held a 
special disdain for sociologists and placed many 
of American sociology’s most prominent figures 
under surveillance. Using documents obtained 
through the Freedom of Information Act, this 
volume portrays the FBI’s stalking of the 
sociological imagination, offering a detailed 
account of its investigations within the context of 
an overview of the history of American sociology. 
This groundbreaking analysis of a previously 
hidden chapter of American intellectual history 
suggests that the activities of Hoover and the 
FBI marginalized critical sociologists such as 
W.E.B. Du Bois and C. Wright Mills, suppressed 
the development of a Marxist tradition in 
American sociology, and likely pushed the main¬ 
stream of the discipline away from a critique 
of American society and towards a more quanti¬ 
tative and scientific direction. The author also 
turns sociology back upon the FBI, using the 
writings and ideas of the very sociologists 
Hoover had under surveillance to examine and 
explain the excesses of the Bureau and its boss. 
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For Gabrielle 



Where suspicion fills the air and holds scholars in line for 
fear of their jobs, there can be no exercise of the free intel¬ 
lect. Supineness and dogmatism take the place of inquiry. 
A ‘‘party line”—as dangerous as the “party line” of the 
Communists—lays hold. It is the “party line” of the ortho¬ 
dox view, of the conventional thought, of the accepted 
approach. ... A deadening dogma takes the place of free 
inquiry. Instruction tends to become sterile; pursuit of 
knowledge is discouraged; discussion often leaves off 
where it should begin. 

—Justice William O. Douglas 
Adler v. Board of Education of New York, 1952 
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On April 1, 1952, J. Edgar Hoover received a personal letter with a 
newspaper clipping entitled, “Columbia Fights Reds on Faculty. ” In 
the letter, the author indicated, “I can also tell you of an inside profes¬ 
sor at Harvard who feeds out these different indoctrinated Professors to 
different outside Universities.” 1 Apparently impressed with the letter, 
I loover responded a week later that he would dispatch an agent to in¬ 
terview its author. He then sent a copy of the letter to SAC (Special 
Agent in Charge), New York, noting, “In view of the position of the 
correspondent and since the identity of the subject of his information is 
not divulged, it is suggested an agent experienced in security matters 
receive this assignment.” 2 During the interview, the informant claimed 
"Professor TALCOTT PARSONS, head of the Social Relations Depart¬ 
ment at Harvard was probably the leader of an inner group of these 
teachers who were in this field.... Anyone not a member of this group 
would have difficulty in getting teaching assignments on the facul¬ 
ties of other universities and colleges” (see Figure 1.1). 3 

Such was the beginning of a three-year investigation, carried out across 
the t Jnited States and in seven countries overseas, of accusations that 
Pinsons was the hidden leader of a Communist cell at Harvard. For 


Portions of this chapter are reprinted by permission of Transaction Publish¬ 
ed "Tho Freedom of Information Act and Sociological Research” by Mike F. 
keen, from Thn Anwrlciw Sociologist 23 (Summer, 1992), 43-51. Copyright © 
1992 by Tnimiai tton Publishers; all lights reserved. 



•v Vj 



Stalking the Sociological Imagination 


s Diroctor, PB 


SAC, Hew York (10<^> 
Professor TALCOTT PAH SOWS 


^receiptof * lattar from 
to the Director dated April 1, 1952. A 


was intervlawad by an agent 
[^results of which ara ast forth As 


On May 5, 1952 

ol' the new York Office, 
follows: 


Boston (dnc. 1) 


RKCOkL'ED • 76, 
INDFXtD • 76 


HJX:PBAkX)pua OliSTKOVED 
K4ik JUN21 l»6d 


iinyone familiar with Parsons's reputation and work, even to entertain 
tlto notion that ho was tho leader of a Communist cell is unimaginable. 
However, information obtained through the I'reedom of Information 
Act (I'OIA) reveals that Ini was just one of many of America's most 
prominent sociologists subject to surveillance by Ibe l ilt 
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Throughout its history, the FBI has generally enjoyed an exalted 
reputation in the public consciousness as America’s premier and 
most effective crime-fighting organization. Recent revelations and 
scholarship, however, suggest that much of this reputation was the 
result of a popular mythology carefully crafted and orchestrated by 
long-time director, J. Edgar Hoover. 4 Reconsideration beyond the 
mythology began in March 1971, when a self-appointed and covert 
citizen’s commission to investigate the FBI burglarized its Media, 
Pennsylvania office, stole thousands of documents, and slowly re¬ 
leased them to selected members of Congress and the press. The 
documents revealed the existence of the FBI’s COINTELPRO (counter¬ 
intelligence program), a massive domestic counterintelligence cam¬ 
paign begun in 1956, instituted not only to spy on thousands of 
Americans, but also to undermine and disrupt their political activi¬ 
ties, activities legally protected under the Bill of Rights. 5 

The COINTELPRO papers primarily document the FBI’s efforts 
against the Communist Party (CP), Socialist Workers Party, Puerto 
Rican Independence Movement, Black Liberation Movement (Pan¬ 
thers), the New Left, and the American Indian Movement. Investiga¬ 
tions following on the heels of COINTELPRO, carried out through 
the legal procedures provided by the FOIA, show that the FBI’s ef¬ 
forts extended far beyond these groups to encompass black America 
and its most prominent leaders (Martin Luther King Jr. and Malcolm 
X), America’s most well-known authors, many churches and church 
leaders, academics, and virtually any others who might be construed 
as liberal, “un-American,” or critical of the FBI. 6 

It is not surprising that sociologists were among the thousands 
i n vestigated. Most sociologists in the United States have been vaguely 
aware that sociology, along with the rest of the academy, was not 
exempt from such surveillance. However, the scope and detail of 
lliese activities regarding the discipline and its practitioners have 
remained largely unknown. Using information obtained through the 
Freedom of Information Act, this book presents details of the FBI’s 
investigations and attempts to place them within the general con¬ 
text of the history of American sociology as well as the more par¬ 
ticular personal and intellectual biography of each sociologist in 
question. It will also investigate the impact the FBI’s activities had 
on the discipline and its analysis of American society. None of this 
would have been possible, however, without a fundamental change 
in federal information policy which lead to the passage of the Free¬ 
dom of Information Act. 

Since its passage in 1966, the Ft )IA has been used by tens of thou¬ 
sands o! citizens to obtain information from the government. It has 
also been at the ( enter ol c<int roversy i:oilearning l I.S. government in 
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formation policy, secrecy, and national security . 7 Not surprisingly, rep¬ 
resentatives of the news media comprise one of the largest group of 
users. In fact, the press’s constitutionally sanctioned role as the eyes 
and ears of the people and safeguard of democracy would likely be 
impossible without it . 8 However, while scholars rely heavily on in¬ 
formation provided by the government, they have made only lim¬ 
ited use of the FOIA. The social scientific community relies primarily 
on current publications and is interested almost exclusively in sta¬ 
tistical data such as economic indicators and census reports . 9 Histo¬ 
rians appear to be the largest group of FOIA users, while sociologists 
seem to have virtually ignored it. 

Several barriers might help to explain this lack of use by sociolo¬ 
gists. The process of obtaining information is a tedious one and most 
sociologists lack familiarity with the governmental and information 
environment which must be traversed. To do so requires significant 
costs in time and sometimes money. In addition, no effective screen¬ 
ing processes exist to eliminate duplication or unnecessary infor- 
mation, making the task unwieldy, imprecise, and uncertain . 10 Several 
hundred pages of information released may yield only one or two 
useful documents, if that. 

Perhaps the biggest reason for lack of use is simply absence of an 
awareness of the act and the potential it offers for sociological re¬ 
search. While the mechanics of making an FOIA request are fairly 
straightforward, the uses for data obtained from such a request may 
not be as easily identified . 11 However, since the rise of the adminis¬ 
trative state following the turn of the century, the government has 
become such a major and important institution that virtually no as¬ 
pect of society has been left untouched by it. As a result, agency 
me, irds available under the FOIA offer a broad range of data bearing 
on such diverse areas as public health, the environment, civil rights, 
business, labor, taxes, crime and law enforcement, education, con¬ 
sumer rights, communications, foreign policy, national defence, and 
the economy . 12 While it is unlikely that information obtained through 
an FOIA request will provide all the data needed for research, it 
may offer undiscovered details and unique insights otherwise un¬ 
available. Given the breadth of information available, it could be 
employed as a source of data in virtually any area of sociology. 

I Ising the FOIA, I have been able to obtain thousands of pages of 
documents which chronicle the FBI’s extensive investigations of 
many of America’s most prominent sociologists. In the process, 1 
have experienced many pitfalls and obstacles. I submitted my first 
request, for Information on the American Sociological Association 
(ASA), in November of 11IHH. In accordance willi tlm law, 1 received 
a response within ten days. Unfortunately, as is generally (lie case 
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with the larger and more visible agencies, I was given no direct in¬ 
formation concerning my request, but only assigned a waiting num¬ 
ber, 307,921. Six months later, I received notification that the FBI 
had located 305 pages of information concerning the ASA. Of the 
305 pages identified, the FBI released 275. The thirty pages that were 
withheld were done so on the basis of exemptions in the interest of 
national security, for information related to internal personnel rules 
and practices of an agency, for unwarranted invasions of privacy, 
and for information that could reasonably be expected to disclose 
the identity of a confidential source. 13 

Many of the documents released were only partially complete, 
with significant portions being blacked out. This included virtually 
all the names and addresses of those providing the information, 
many of whom were clearly members of the ASA themselves. From 
a social-historical standpoint this is a serious problem, as individu¬ 
als are the agents of intellectual history, and being able to locate 
them within their particular institutional constellation is crucial to 
determining the impact of social-historical factors on the concep¬ 
tual development of a discipline. In addition, information received 
through the FOIA cannot always be treated at face value, particu¬ 
larly in the case of the FBI. Amitai Etzioni noted upon reviewing his 
own file several inaccuracies and misrepresentations that had been 
passed on to other agencies and resulted in his exclusion from a 
number of review panels at the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare (HEW). 14 Such qualifications notwithstanding, these 
documents remain a valuable source of information. 

Records released under the FOIA reveal a history of FBI investiga¬ 
tion directed at ASA activities. For example, in 1965, the sixtieth 
Annual Meeting of the ASA held in Chicago was the target of FBI 
interest. An article appearing in the New York Times indicated that 
T. B. Bottomore and Lewis Coser had addressed the opening general 
session of the meeting and discussed the work of Karl Marx. In a 
memo to Hoover, identified as a “section tickler,” the Special Agent 
in Charge of the Chicago office noted that according to the Times, 
Bottomore and Coser had “stated that Marx’s historical and political 
prophecies may have been untidy and exaggerated, but his theories 
of social conflicts and change have a contemporary relevance that 
deserves more attention.” 15 The agent recommended that “Chicago 
should submit to the Bureau any reports on this convention which 
appeared in Chicago newspapers.” In addition, Chicago was re¬ 
quested to contact established sources and discreetly obtain details 
of the discussion of Marxism at the convention. At the bottom of the 
memo was a final note: "It is felt that we should make an effort to 
obtain details nt any effort to make Marxism respectable.” 1 " 
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Agents searched through local newspaper morgues and identified 
seventeen articles, including several with such provocative titles as 
“Totalitarianism Up Here, Down in USSR, Says Sociologist, and 
“Sociology Riot Tip: Read Marx.” In response to a transcription of an 
article concerning a study presented at the meeting in which Stanley 
Lieberson and Arnold Silverman discounted traditional theories on why 
race rioting occurs and suggested that proper police training can 
prevent riots from developing, Hoover scribbled across the bottom 
of the page, “The sociologists at it again” (see Figure 1.2). 17 

In 1969, the FBI continued to be haunted by the specter of radical 
sociology, manifest this time at the annual meetings of the ASA being 
held in San Francisco, where the Western Union of Radical Sociolo¬ 
gists and the Radical Caucus of the ASA sponsored a countercon¬ 
vention. Using “confidential sources,” FBI agents obtained a copy of 
the counter-convention call issued by The Insurgent Sociologist. 
Many of the names of counterconvention organizers and presenters 
listed in the program have been underlined. Investigations were con- 
ducted into several of the individuals and organizations listed in 
the cell. Again, local newspapers were searched for articles pertain¬ 
ing, to both the ASA meetings and the counterconvention. Summa- 
i ies nl all these activities were forwarded to FBI headquarters and to 
launch offices throughout the nation where the mentioned “subver¬ 
sive individuals” who had participated in the meetings lived. 18 

Were the activities of the of FBI limited to these few instances 
associated with the ASA, we might discount them as a silly excess. 

I lowovor, these examples represent just the tip of an iceberg of suspi¬ 
cion and surveillance directed at American sociology and sociologists. 
After receiving this initial packet of information, I submitted another 
sot of FOIA requests, this time on twenty major American sociologists. 
Inn isponse to these requests, I was informed that another approximately 
2,700 pages existed regarding Jane Addams, Herbert Blumer, Ernest 
Burgess, Erving Goffman, George Lundberg, Helen and Robert Lynd, 
C. Wright Mills, William Ogburn, Talcott Parsons, Pitirim Sorokin, 
Samuel Stouffer, Thorstein Veblen and Florian Znaniecki. Since then, 
I have made additional requests for files on W.E.B. Du Bois, E. 
Franklin Frazier, Paul Lazarsfeld, Alfred McClung Lee, Gunnar 
Myrdal, and Edwin Sutherland, as well as members of the Frankfurt 
School and several women, including 1 Innna Arendt, Frances Kellor, 
Florence Kelly, and Elsie Clews Parsons. 

The picture which has emerged is a startling one. It would seem 
that throughout the history of American sociology, many of its promi¬ 
nent contributors have been under the surveillance of the FBI for 
suspected “radical ' or otherwise nil*American a< tivities, such as 
d ist ui In ug in i opted ideas or he I ng i lit leal ol I lie polii ies ol the llu 
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reau and its director. Thousands of man hours and millions of dol¬ 
lars have been dedicated to this project. Faculty members of various 
departments of sociology, no doubt including members of the ASA, 
were recruited to inform on the activities of their colleagues. Unfor¬ 
tunately, since names of informants are deleted in accordance with 
the Privacy Act, it is difficult to trace who was involved. Nonethe¬ 
less, there is little doubt that important social historical insight lies 
hidden within these documents. It should not be ignored. At stake 
is the collective memory of our society as well as an accurate history 
of our discipline. 
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W.E.B. Du Bois: 
Sociologist beyond the Veil 


William Edward Burghart Du Bois was born in 1868, five years after 
the Emancipation Proclamation, in the small town of Great 
Barrington, Massachusetts. An usually gifted child, Du Bois was the 
only Black student in his high school, and at age sixteen graduated 
among the top of his class. Though he wanted to go to Harvard, initially 
Du Bois was only able to attend the all-Black Fisk University, where, 
for the first time in his life, he entered what he described as “the land of 
the slaves ... a region where the world was split into white and black 
halves, where the darker half was held back by race prejudice and 
legal bonds, as well as by deep ignorance and dire poverty.” 1 

Even though five to ten years younger than most of his classmates, 
upon entering Fisk, Du Bois placed as a sophomore. At Fisk, he be¬ 
came an impassioned orator and belligerent opponent of the color 
bar: “I was determined to make a scientific conquest of my environ¬ 
ment, which would render the emancipation of the Negro race easier 
and quicker.” 2 Following his graduation from Fisk in 1888, Du Bois 
received a scholarship and was admitted to Harvard as a junior. 
1 lowever, he was isolated from his fellow white students, rejected 
by the all-white Glee Club, and found himself “in Harvard, but not 
of it.” 3 No doubt the bitterness from such rejection contributed to 
his being always on the move with little time for small talk, bare 
acknowledgment of the minimal pleasantries, and a reputation for 
abruptness, aloofness, and short-patience. 4 Nevertheless, while there 
he became a devoted follower and friend ol William James and upon 
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graduating cum laude in 1890 was one of five students selected to 
speak at commencement. He spent the next two years as a Harvard 
fellow studying what would have been sociology had such a field 
been recognized at the time, but instead eventually received his Ph.D. 
in history in 1895. He was the first Black man to receive a doctorate 
degree from Harvard and went on to become the first Black sociolo¬ 
gist in America. 5 

After initially suffering a racially tainted rejection by the Slater 
fund and the head of its board, former President Rutherford B. Hayes, 
Du Bois vigorously remonstrated and received a grant to spend two 
years at the University of Berlin. 6 He studied under Gustav Schmoler 
and Adolf Wagner, and attended lectures by Max Weber, who would 
later recognize him as one of the most important sociologists in 
America. 7 While at Berlin, he also began to develop a sense of soci¬ 
ology as a science which might be employed in the settlement of the 
Negro problem in America. Traveling extensively throughout Eu¬ 
rope, he was pleasantly surprised by its racial openness and felt 
himself “not standing against the world, but simply against Ameri- 
< nil narrowness and color prejudice, with the greater, finer world at 
my back.” 8 Nonetheless, at the end of the two years, as he remarked, 
lie had to return to a ‘“nigger’-hating America.” 9 

I )n Bois returned to an American society and sociology permeated 
by racism and racist ideology. The Negro’s position within the soci¬ 
ety was deteriorating as disenfranchisement, lynchings, and Jim Crow 
were quickly rolling back the gains made after the Civil War. Almost 
every social scientist except Franz Boas maintained that racial dif- 
I'orencos were innate. With the exception of W. I. Thomas, sociologi¬ 
cal theory stressed the biological superiority of the white race and 
the primitive inferiority of Negroes. 10 As E. Franklin Frazier later 
observed of early American sociology, “The sociological theories 
which were implicit in the writings on the Negro problem were 
merely rationalizations of the existing racial situation.” 11 

Following a disappointing appointment at Wilberforce University 
(the institution would have no sociology), in 1896 Du Bois was given 
tlm opportunity to make a study of Negroes in Philadelphia under 
I lie auspices of the University of Pennsylvania, though not without 
the increasingly familiar accompanying insult. He was given an un¬ 
orthodox appointment as an assistant instructor, but only for one 
year and with no real academic standing, not even an office at the 
university. Eventually, even his name was removed from the univer¬ 
sity catalogue, Nonetheless, lie settled into the city’s 7th Ward with 
his new bride, Nina Come/., and during the next year personally 
interviewed over 3,000 people. I he rase It was h is classic study, 7 Iw 
rhlladvlnhla /Vegro, which established the Iramework lot the scion- 
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tific study of Negro life and the race problem in America, and which 
would serve as the model for Gunnar Myrdal’s later classic, An 
American Dilemma. Even though it was one of the first empirical 
studies of social life in the United States, the American Journal of 
Sociology ignored Du Bois’s work while publishing glowing reviews 
of other, racist books, and the American Sociological Society ignored 
his call to “put themselves on record as favoring a most thorough 
and unbiased scientific study of the race problem in America.” 12 

Du Bois was galled by the fact that following the completion of 
the study he was not offered a professorship at one of the major 
universities, even though white classmates of lesser accomplishment 
were. Nonetheless, he remained committed to the development of a 
scientific sociology through the study of the conditions and prob¬ 
lems of the Negro in America, and for the next thirteen years pur¬ 
sued his academic and sociological agenda at Atlanta University, 
where he was asked to take charge of an annual series of conferences 
on the Negro problem. Du Bois turned the Atlanta Conference into a 
systematic scientific study of the conditions of Negro life in America, 
produced eighteen major publications on a shoestring budget, and 
laid out an ambitious agenda for 100 years of longitudinal study of 
all areas of Negro social life. 

In 1903, Du Bois published the work for which he is most well- 
known, his eloquent classic and landmark in the literature of Black 
protest, The Souls of Black Folk. In it, he argues that the color line 
divided American society into two social worlds, one black and one 
white, and placed a veil between the them, setting off one from the 
other and filtering the information which passed between the two. 13 
He observed that “the Negro is a sort of seventh son, born with a 
veil, and gifted with second-sight in this American world—a world 
which yields him no true self-consciousness, but only lets him see 
himself through the revelation of the other world.” 14 Negroes such 
as himself, born behind the veil, were shut out from the vast world 
beyond it, yet always forced to see themselves through it, leading to 
a double-consciousness: “It is a peculiar sensation, this double- 
consciousness, this sense of always looking at one’s self through the 
eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul by the tape of a world that 
looks on in amused contempt and pity. One ever feels his two-ness— 
an American, a Negro; two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciled 
strivings; two warring ideals in one dark body, whose dogged strength 
alone keeps it from being torn asunder.” 15 However, those living on 
the other side were no less affected, as they were blinded from see¬ 
ing the other behind tlie veil. 

Through his early work as a sociologist, Du Bois single-handedly 
initiated a tradition o! serious empirical research on Black America, 
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which had previously remained hidden behind the veil, unpenetrated 
by American sociology. 16 However, after sixteen years of teaching, 
during which nearly 2,000 Negroes were lynched or murdered with¬ 
out a single assailant being punished, Du Bois later observed, “One 
could not be a calm, cool, and detached scientist while Negroes were 
lynched, murdered, and starved.” 17 Disenchanted and disillusioned 
with his faith in the power of science and knowledge to overcome 
prejudice and alleviate the race problem, he left the academy and 
moved into the world of social critic and activist. 18 In 1909, he helped 
to found the NAACP, an outgrowth of the short-lived Niagra Move¬ 
ment, which had been formed to denounce racism in America, and 
in opposition to the conciliatory and conformist philosophy and 
practices of Booker T. Washington and his “Tuskegee machine.” 19 
By then a socialist, and as the NAACP’s Director of Publications and 
Research, Du Bois developed its signature publication, The Crisis, 
into a popular weekly and for the next two decades became the lead¬ 
ing voice in the fight to make Negroes, “politically free from disen¬ 
franchisement, legally free from caste and socially free from insult.” 20 
I luring this period he also traveled several times to Europe, visited 
post revolution Russia by which he was favorably impressed, and 
helped to inaugurate the Pan-African Movement. 

In 1934, Du Bois had a falling out with the leadership of the NAACP 
and resigned. He returned to Atlanta University where he served as 
tlm head of the department of sociology, establishing the journal 
I’hylon, until he was forced to retire in 1944. Upon his retirement 
from Atlanta, the NAACP invited him back. However, his fierce in¬ 
dependence and refusal to serve as just a titular ornament, ongoing 
conflicts with its secretary Walter White, and a growing red hysteria 
to which Du Bois refused to succumb, led the board of trustees to 
dismiss him once and for all in 1947. Du Bois then moved over to 
the much more politically active Council on African Affairs (CAA), 
where he continued his crusade for world peace and his aggressive 
criticism of American racism at home and imperialism abroad, pro¬ 
claiming, “Drunk with power we are leading the world to hell in a 
now colonialism with the same old human slavery which once ru¬ 
ined us; and to a Third World War which will ruin the world.” 21 

liven though the FBI began surveillance of Black Americans as 
early as 1917, it was only in the latter part of his life, as he began to 
incrons iugly argue that capitalism, imperialism, and racism at home 
and abroad were all interconnected and inseparable from one an¬ 
other, that l)u Bois came under investigation by the FBI . 22 This is 
surprisi ng given l)u B< ns's earlier prominence with the N A AC ,1* and 
I (novel 's racism and belief that advocacy ol racial justice was a sub¬ 
versive net.- 1 Once under investigation, Du Bois was doubly sus¬ 
pect, for being both Black and red 
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In February 1942, the Atlanta field office initiated an investiga¬ 
tion of Du Bois for possible subversive activities after an informant 
reported that in a speech made while in Japan he had complimented 
the Japanese on their progress and military prowess and reportedly 
indicated that “when the time came for them to take over the United 
States, they would find they would have help from the Negroes in 
the United States. " u The Baltimore, Charlotte, New York City, and 
Washington, D.C. offices were brought into the investigation to help 
with the background check and to search for any subversive activi¬ 
ties. During its investigation, Baltimore contacted a member of the 
Harvard Club of Maryland and was informed not only that Du Bois 
had never been a member, but that no Negro had ever been a mem¬ 
ber. 25 In order to get some idea of his “attitude and tendencies,” an 
agent from Atlanta read Du Bois’s 1940 autobiographical work, Dusk 
of Dawn, and excerpted several passages on race relations, foreign 
relations, and Communism. Included was Du Bois’s statement, “I 
am not and was not a Communist. I do not believe in the dogma of 
inevitable revolution in order to right economic wrong. On the other 
hand I believed and still believe that KARL MARX was one of the 
greatest men of modern times and that he put his fingers squarely 
upon our difficulties when he said that economic foundations, the 
way in which men earn their living, are the determining factors in 
the development of civilization and the basic patterns of culture.” 26 
After a little more than a year, in April of 1943, Atlanta indicated 
that extensive investigations had failed to reveal any evidence of 
subversive activities on Du Bois’s part and closed the case. 27 

Du Bois’s file lay dormant until October 1949, when his case was 
reopened by the New York office, which began a Security Matter-C 
investigation of him and turned up allegations that he was “one of a 
group of individuals recently named by [DELETED] as ‘Concealed 
Communists.’ 28 In late December 1950, New York submitted a de¬ 
tailed twenty-three-page report of its investigation to Bureau head¬ 
quarters. 29 The report noted that Du Bois was then employed as Vice 
Chairman of the Council for African Affairs, was a U.S. Senatorial 
candidate for the American Labor Party, and was reported to be a 
sponsor, member, and sympathetic toward numerous Communist 
front organizations. In addition to extensive background informa¬ 
tion, the report listed the Communist front organizations with which 
he had been associated. It also provided a summary of over fifty 
newspaper articles reporting on Du Bois’s activities, including his 
Senatorial campaign, as well as numerous speeches, conferences, 
and other appearances. 

Based on its findings, New York recommended that l)u Bois’s nemo 
lie placed on the Sei urity Index, where it would remain until his 
death.I luring the remaining years ol Ids lile lie was under constant 
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and careful surveillance at home and abroad, his mail tampered with, 
and virtually every movement he made, speech he delivered, or ar¬ 
ticle he wrote was noted and reported by the FBI or other intelli¬ 
gence agencies cooperating with them. 31 When Du Bois married his 
second wife, Shirley Graham, on February 27,1951, and left for the 
Carribean on honeymoon, the FBI was informed. The following 
month, the Washington field office obtained a copy of his passport 
and sent it to the translation unit so that the visa stamps could be 
translated in order to determine when and where he had traveled 
during the two previous years. 32 

Of particular interest was Du Bois’s appointment as chairman of 
the Peace Information Center (PIC), which served as the domestic 
sponsor for distribution of the Stockholm Appeal, an international 
petition to abolish the atom bomb. Even though in the midst of the 
Korean War and under attack by the Secretary of State, Justice De¬ 
partment, and House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC), 
tin) PIC collected more than 2 million signatures in the United States. 
On February 9, 1951, the day before his eighty-third birthday, Du 
llnis and his associates in the PIC were indicted by federal prosecu- 
loi s under the Foreign Agents Registration Act for failure to register 
a . mi agent of a foreign principle, even though the PIC had been 
disbanded several months earlier. The following evening, in a brief 
speech during his birthday party, hosted by E. Franklin Frazier at 
Small’s Paradise in Harlem, Du Bois commented, “Thus I stand to¬ 
night facing the possibility of celebrating my future birthdays in 
I ii ison, and thus relieving all ‘Houses of Essex’ from embarrassment. 
The prospect is not pleasant. Yet I continue to maintain that advo¬ 
cacy oi peace is not treason; that I am the agent of no foreign prin¬ 
ciple and never have been; that I am the champion of no idea alien 
to this nation; and that I have the right within the future as in the 
past to fight for peace.” 33 

Following Du Bois’s arrest a worldwide campaign was organized 
in his defense, but the case never went to the jury as the presiding 
judge, in a surprising move not anticipated by either side, ruled that 
the prosecution had offered only conjecture, not evidence, and 
granted an acquittal before the defense had even presented its case. 
Touted as one of the first victories against McCarthyism, in its after¬ 
math Du Bois observed the most frightening result of the trial: 

The absence of moral courage and intellectual integrity which our pros¬ 
ecution revealed still stands to frighten our own nation and the hotter world. 
It is clear still today, that freedom of speech and thinking can he attacked 
In the t Jnltod States without the Intellectual and moral leaders ol this land 
lalsluu a hand or saying a word in protest or defense, except In the case ol 
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the leaders of religion, or most of the great names in science. Than this 
fateful silence there is on earth no greater menace to present civilization. 34 

Throughout the case, the FBI kept careful tabs on the national cam¬ 
paign in Du Bois’s defense and the appearances and activities of Du 
Bois and his wife in support of it. Documents in Du Bois’s file indi¬ 
cate that the FBI was even secretly spying on his defense committee, 
keeping track of its meetings at the Hotel Breslin in New York City, 
reporting on its defense strategy, and surreptitiously obtaining ma¬ 
terials that were to be used in Du Bois’s defense (see Figure 2.1). 35 

Following his indictment and acquittal, Du Bois continued to be 
an outspoken opponent of the Korean War and what he felt were its 
imperialist foundations. In his estimation, the major motivating fac¬ 
tor behind it, and other similar imperialist actions, was profit and 
the resulting necessity to maintain ample supplies of cheap labor 
and to strip colonial countries of their raw materials: 

Capitalism uses these profits to bribe the workers and thinkers of the more 
powerful countries by high wages and privilege. In this way the imperial¬ 
ists seek to build a false and dishonest prosperity on the slavery and degra¬ 
dation, the low wage and disease and very lives of the colored peoples of 
Asia and Africa and the islands of the sea. And to pay the price for this 
they demand that we in the United States, Negro and white, give up our 
liberties and our sons and daughters in an endless stream to be murdered 
and crippled in endless wars. 36 

Toward the end of 1951, the Passport Division of the State Depart¬ 
ment advised the FBI that a refusal notice had been placed in Du 
Bois’s file, and that the Washington field office would be informed 
should he make an application for a passport. 37 In addition, infor¬ 
mation from the ongoing internal security investigation was no doubt 
passed on to Canadian authorities, as he was detained by Canadian 
immigration officials and denied entrance to Canada when he at¬ 
tempted to attend a conference on peace, arms reduction, and trade 
being held in Toronto in May 1952. In response, Bruce Mickleburgh, 
Public Relations Director for the Canadian Peace Congress, which 
was sponsoring the event, stated “An Iron Curtain is being thrown 
around Canada.” 38 

Throughout 1953 and 1954, the FBI continued to shadow Du Bois 
and his wife, following him on his various peace crusades and col¬ 
lecting and exchanging information with other government agen¬ 
cies and offices. On January 11, 1954, an unidentifiable source 
provided the FBI with a copy of a briefing paper which had boon 
prepared for Senator William K. Jenner, (ibairman ol (lie Senate In¬ 
ternal Security Subcommittee (SISS), from the files of the House 
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Committee on Un-American Activities . 39 The paper provided a de¬ 
tailed picture of Du Bois’s activities that was a virtual mirror reflec¬ 
tion of that already contained in the FBI’s own files. 

In April 1954, J. Edgar Hoover sent a memo, classified as SECRET, 
to the CIA in response to its request for any information FBI files 
might hold as to whether Du Bois had “instigated or participated in 
any recent project for holding a pan-African conference.” 40 The memo 
included copies of several CAA newsletters outlining plans being 
made in several Africa nations, including in South Africa by the 
African National Congress, to hold pan-African conferences. It indi¬ 
cated that Du Bois had been the founder of the first pan-African 
movement and was supporting these more recent efforts even though 
his travel restrictions would bar him from attending any of them. 
Hoover also indicated that the CAA may have violated the terms of 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act, under which Du Bois had been 
previously indicted, and requested any information the CIA might 
already have or receive in the future indicating such a violation. 

In September 1955, SAC, New York forwarded a “Succinct Re¬ 
sume” of Du Bois’s case to the Director, FBI. Following a six-page 
summary he recommended that Du Bois be retained on the Security 
Index, indicating, “Despite his advanced age it is felt that he could 
be, and is, used with great effectiveness by the CR He should be 
retained in the SI until his effectiveness as a CP tool has terminated.” 41 
SAC, New York also noted that Du Bois was not currently tabbed for 
the Det Com Program, nor should he be. 42 By April 1956, the yearly 
report that New York was filing on Du Bois’s investigation had grown 
to over fifty pages and even included a table of contents. Its sum¬ 
mary page indicated that Du Bois, described as a concealed Commu¬ 
nist who had joined the CP in 1944, had participated in at least 
twenty-nine CP front organizations, including twenty in which he 
served in some leadership capacity. 43 

The FBI appears to have become particularly concerned with the 
role it felt Du Bois was playing, or being used for, in helping to at¬ 
tract more Negro support for the Communist Party. In 1948, worried 
that the Negro vote was not “in the bag,” CP officials were report¬ 
edly looking for ways to make connection with the Black commu¬ 
nity and Du Bois was identified as a sympathetic columnist. A former 
CP member advised that in 1949 Du Bois’s works had been used in 
courses taught in a CP Workers School in Chicago. In 1954, top-level 
Party officals established the Midwest Negro Commission, with a 
strategy of increasing Negro voting strength by supporting the growth 
of Negro organizations, and Du Bois was mentioned ns a prominent 
figure who could be used to help accomplish this program. How¬ 
ever, while I )u Hols was willing to work with whoever was support- 
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ive of his cause, including many alleged Communist front organiza¬ 
tions, he had not yet joined the Party. 

In June 1956, the FBI learned that in his testimony before the Sub¬ 
versive Activities Control Board, as a defense witness for the Jefferson 
School of Social Science, Du Bois had testified under oath that he 
was not then nor had ever been a member of the Communist Party. 
In response, a confidential memo was sent from Director, FBI to an 
unidentifiable official, indicating, “In the event you have not already 
done so, you may desire to review the above-mentioned testimony 
of the subject in order to consider the possibilities of prosecution ot 
the subject of perjury.” It is hard to construe this memo as anything 
but an act of harassment, since a brief note on an additional page 
attached to the memo the day after it was written indicates that the 
FBI had been unable to provide specific evidence to prove Du Bois s 
membership and therefore it was unlikely that the Department ot 

Justice would authorize prosecution. 

Shortly thereafter, Du Bois’s case was once again reevaluated by 
New York. While it was determined that he remain on the Security 
index, the case was to be closed. However, New York indicated that 
it would remain alert for any information showing Du Bois’s contin¬ 
ued activity in the subversive movement. 44 So, on August 8, 1958, 
when Du Bois and his wife were observed departing for Paris on the 
S S I iberte the FBI kept track of his movements through mforma- 
i[o,i provided by reliable informants and the State Department. New 
York learned that the Du Bois’s itinerary called for visits to Czecho¬ 
slovakia, the Soviet Union, China, and Ghana. The Washington field 
office obtained copies of both of the Du Boises’s passport files. They 
revealed that in 1955 the Du Boises had been denied passports be¬ 
cause it had been alleged that they were Communists. Nonetheless, 
passports were issued in 1958, even though both refused to answer 
any questions regarding membership in any political party, mciud- 
iui. the CP, citing a recent decision set forth by the U.S. Supreme 
(lourt as grounds for their refusal. 45 On September 12, the State De¬ 
partment reported that Du Bois had delivered a strong anti-America 
speech at the Hague and the following month the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service (INS) placed stops on both the Du Boises upon 


their roturn. 48 , . ... . , 

The Bureau kept dose tabs on Du Bois as he continued his travels 

and was well received and feted throughout Eastern Europe. The 
legal attache in Bonn sent a memo indicating that G-2 had reported 
|)u Buis had boon awarded the East German peace modal and ro- 
ceivod an honorary doctorate from the faculty of Humboldt Univer¬ 
sity 47 I le received a similar degree from < iharles l Inivorsity in Prague. 
I Jnuhli, to travel to Ghana duo to illness, I hi Bois remained in (//.echo- 
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Slovakia while Shirley traveled in his stead to deliver a speech he 
had prepared in which he stated, “Africa awake! Put on the beauti¬ 
ful robes of Pan-African Socialism! You have nothing to Jose but 
your chains! You have a continent to regain! You have freedom and 
human dignity to attain!” 48 

Once recovered, Du Bois also traveled throughout Russia and in 
early March 1959 met for two hours with Soviet Premier Khrushchev 
with whom he reportedly talked about peace and ways to develop 
closer ties and friendlier relations with the United States. Du Bois 
continued on to China, where his ninety-first birthday was celebrated 
publically with great fanfare, and was attended by Premier Chou 
En-lai. While in China, Du Bois spent several hours with Mao Tse 
Tung and dined with the Premier. The consulate in Hong Kong sent 
back reports chronicling Du Bois’s movements in China and the deep 
and positive impression it had made upon him. 49 In a speech broad¬ 
cast over Peiping radio Du Bois exhorted, “Come to China Africa 
and look around. . . . You know America and France and Britain to 
your sorrow. Now know the Soviet Union and its allied nations, but 
particularly know China. China is flesh of your flesh and blood of 
your blood. China is colored, and knows to what the colored skin in 
this modern world subjects its owner.” 50 

On May 15, 1959, SAC, New York was informed by Director, FBI 
that Du Bois had been awarded the Lenin Peace Prize for “strength¬ 
ening of peace among the people.” In announcing the award, Dmitry 
Skobeltsyn, head of the selection committee, concluded, “Du Bois, a 
courageous fighter for peace and friendship among the peoples, al- 
t bough he is 91 years old, is full of energy and a desire to continue 
tile struggle for peace and the happiness of the peoples with even 
greater vigor.” 51 The New York Times attributed a statement to Du 
Bois in which he had said, “I have never been a member of the Com¬ 
munist party. . . . But I think Communism is the best system for all 
countries after this trip.” 52 In an article published in Pravda follow¬ 
ing his reception of the award, and translated for FBI files, Du Bois 
reflected on the four visits he had made to the Soviet Union be¬ 
tween 1926 and 1959 and the changes he had observed during that 
time, and stated, “I openly admit my prejudice. It is the rarest op¬ 
portunity to be in a country and not to be subjected to insults be¬ 
muse of one’s racial origin and to enjoy respect of the things which 
one tried to accomplish. I am prejudiced in favor ofthe Soviet Union. 
My prejudice is based upon the things I saw and experienced.” 53 
And, while Pravda characterized Du Bois only as a prominent Ameri¬ 
can scientist, writer, and public figure, the FBI memos reporting the 
award always made special note of his race and indicated that he 
was a "Negro" author and lecturer. 
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Du Bois returned home on the S.S. Liberte and arrived in New 
York on July 1,1959. Upon learning that the prize, which included 
a $25 thousand premium, was to be awarded in the United States, 
the Bureau instructed New York to determine in advance when and 
where this would occur, along with the plans of the CP to capitalize 
on the presentation. On September 24, it advised that Premier 
Khrushchev was in Washington, D.C., and that Du Bois and his wife 
would be attending a reception for him that evening, and conjec- 
tured that this might be a propitious time for the award to be pre¬ 
sented. While he was warmly greeted by Khrushchev, no presentation 
was made. 54 This was probably due to the fact that Skobeltsyn ha 
been refused a visa to enter the United States, reportedly because 
American authorities did not approve the purpose of his trip; that 
is, presenting the Lenin Prize to Du Bois. 55 

During the next several months, the prize was not presented, though 
there were a couple of more false warnings. However, Du Bois was 
traveling around the country sharing the experiences from his trav¬ 
els in Eastern Europe, Russia, and China, and commenting on the 
impact they had had in changing his thinking. During a lecture de¬ 
livered on April 10, 1960, in the Memorial Union at the University 
of Wisconsin, Madison, he indicated that he now saw socialism as 
the most successful form of government. He also continued to spea 
out against the red hysteria and those leaders, especially among the 
Black community, who were complicit in the “witch-hunting cam¬ 
paigns directed against communism. 56 In his estimation. It the 
American Negroes and all other Americans of all colors of skin could 
take into consideration everything that is today happening in the 
world, if they could study the history of Russia and China, if they 
could acquaint themselves with the teaching of Marx and Lenm, 

they would support socialism. 57 > . , , 

In May 1960, the Bureau received information that Du Bois naa 
once again applied for a passport, this time to travel to Ghana fol¬ 
lowing an invitation by the new government to take part in its inau¬ 
guration. 58 The Washington office was instructed to contact the 
Passport Office and learned that while Du Bois’s last passport had 
been canceled because his travel to Communist China violated the 
geographical restrictions it had contained, a new one had been is¬ 
sued after he submitted a sworn affidavit on May 11 that he would 
not violate any similar restrictions contained within it or subse¬ 
quently promulgated by the U.S. government. 5 " Hoover then sent a 
memo to the Office of Security at the Department ot State requesting 
Unit it furnish any information received concerning Du Bois's activi¬ 
ties while in Ghana and sent a copy to the CIA.®° 
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In the meantime, the Bureau had also learned that Du Bois would 
finally be presented his Lenin Prize on June 23, at the Russian Em¬ 
bassy, just prior to his departure for Ghana. 61 A flurry of memos be¬ 
tween the Bureau and several of its field offices led up to the day of 
the ceremony, though nothing of real substance was reported in them. 
Upon formal presentation of the award, Du Bois stated, “I think that 
our meeting today will serve no useful purpose unless the Ameri¬ 
cans present here realize that our prime duty is to launch a real 
movement for peace in America. ... I still dream of America as a 
free, democratic country where labor will be rewarded according to 
the work done, where no one will possess what he has not earned, 
where a man will be judged by his deeds, not the color of his skin, 
where every man can freely hold any view.” 62 

On June 29, a Sabena Airlines official advised that Du Bois and 
his wife had departed for Prague on their way to Accra, Ghana. 63 
The State Department reported to the Bureau that while in Ghana, 
Du Bois was the guest of honor at a dinner sponsored by the Ghana 
Academy of Learning and attended by the President of Ghana, Kwame 
Nkrumah. In a speech during the dinner, Du Bois was quoted as 
saying, “If you can get machines and techniques from the Soviet 
Union at two percent, and no strings attached, it would be crazy to 
borrow from the United States and Britain at four, five or six percent 
with resultant industry under their control and with them strutting 
as masters in your midst.” 64 

The Du Boises were observed back in the United States in early 
October and FBI surveillance of their activities resumed. 65 But shortly 
thereafter they set out for Nigeria, where Du Bois had been invited 
to attend the inauguration of its first government since he was con¬ 
sidered to be the “Father of Pan-Africa.” 66 The Du Boises were only 
in Nigeria for two weeks. Upon their return an unidentifiable infor¬ 
mant reported that they had no plans for public appearances for the 
rest of the year, but that Dr. Du Bois was preparing an “Encyclopedia 
Africana,” an extensive study of Africa’s peoples and their history 
and culture which he had originally conceived in 1909. 67 

Several months later, on June 22, 1961, using a pretext, a Special 
Agent learned from Du Bois’s wife that he was then in Europe in a 
sanatorium for a general rest. While she would not reveal the loca¬ 
tion, an official from Scandinavian Airlines System (SAS) revealed 
that he had traveled to Bucharest, Rumania the week before, on a 
one-way ticket with no return reservations. Several weeks later, an¬ 
other pretext was used to contact Du Bois's wife and determine that 
Du Bois was not expected to return to the United States until the 
middle of August."" Following his return in late September, Now 
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York was informed that the Du Boises had sold their house and were 
staying at the St. George Hotel. Through use of a pretext, one of its 
agents spoke with Du Bois over the phone and was informed that he 
and Shirley would be leaving for Ghana on October 5, where he 
would take a position in Accra in connection with preparing his 
encyclopedia which was being sponsored by the Ghana Academy of 
Learning. 69 One strong reason driving Du Bois and his wife to emi¬ 
grate was the fear that their passports would once again be confis¬ 
cated, leaving them trapped within the United States, unable to travel 
abroad. 70 

On November 20,1961, the FBI learned from a reliable source that 
just prior to his departure Du Bois had sent a letter to Gus Hall, 
formally applying for membership in the Communist Party. 71 It ob¬ 
tained a copy of Du Bois’s lengthy letter of application from the 
November 26, Sunday edition of The Worker. In it Du Bois indicated, 
“Today I have come to a firm conclusion: Capitalism cannot reform 
itself; it is doomed to self-destruction. No universal selfishness can bring 
social good to all.” He continued, “Communism—the effort to give 
all men what they need and to ask of each the best they can contrib¬ 
ute ibis is the only way of human life. It is a difficult and hard end 
to reach—it has and will make mistakes, but today it marches trium¬ 
phantly on in education and science, in home and food, with in- 
i reused freedom of thought and deliverance from dogma. In the end 
(lommunism will triumph. I want to help to bring that day. 72 

In a public letter, published along side of Du Bois’s, Hall enthusi¬ 
astically accepted his application and, after highlighting Du Bois s 
international stature as an eminent American scholar, his unrelent¬ 
ing struggle for the freedom of the Negro, and his lifetime of com¬ 
mitment to the search for peace and justice around the world, 
responded, “You have chosen to join our Party precisely at the time 
when with brazen effrontery to the trends of the times, the most 
backward ultra-reactionary forces ifi our country’s national life have 
temporarily dragooned the Supreme Court’s majority into uphold¬ 
ing the most flagrantly un-Constitutional thought control laws—the 
McCarran Act and Smith Act, designed to muzzle free speech, ban 
freedom of association, persecute Communists and suppress our 
Party.’’ 73 

I lall concluded by welcoming Du Bois into the Party, suggesting, 
"In joining the Communist Party, you have made that association 
which was clearly indicated by the very logic of your life.” In many 
ways I lull was right. Since the depression, the Communist Party had 
been widely recognized for its prominent role in the struggle lor 
civil rights and racial equality, as well as its anticolonial and anti- 
linptirlallst stance. 4 
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On March 14, 1962, the Washington field office obtained an un¬ 
classified Operations Memorandum sent to the State Department from 
the American embassy in Accra, which indicates that the Embassy 
had learned that Du Bois had been extremely ill during the previous 
few months. He was reportedly suffering from a urinary-prostate 
disease, complicated by the fact that he only had one kidney, and 
would require surgery. Plans were being made to fly him to Eastern 
Europe for the operation. 75 A report from New York, classified “Top 
Secret,” indicates that Du Bois underwent three serious operations 
in Ghana, Bucharest, and London. Even though given only a slim 
chance of survival, he staged a remarkable recovery. He took his con¬ 
valescence in Switzerland and China. Prior to returning to Ghana, 
on October 1, 1962, he and his wife were given the honor of being 
the first Americans to be invited to join Mao Tse-tung and other 
Chinese leaders in watching a half-million paraders celebrate the 
thirteenth anniversary of the Peoples’ Republic. 76 

Du Bois returned to Ghana to continue directing work on the en¬ 
cyclopedia. In mid-March of 1963, an agent of the Washington field 
office sent to review the files of the Passport Office learned that Du 
Bois had applied for and been granted citizenship in Ghana the pre¬ 
vious month. The American embassy in Accra had written Du Bois 
asking that he complete an Affidavit of Expatriated Person and re¬ 
turn his American passport for cancellation. However, it reported 
that it had received no reply because of the subject’s age (95) and 
"his public attitude of derision toward the United States.” 77 In re¬ 
sponse, the Embassy forwarded a Certificate of Loss of Nationality 
of the United States to the State Department, and on March 14,1963, 
under the provisions of Section S349(a)(l) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act of 1952, Du Bois was officially expatriated. Upon 
learning of his expatriation, on May 3,1963, SAC, New York recom¬ 
mended that Du Bois’ Security Index card be canceled and that the 
slops outstanding against him with the INS and the Passport Office 
he removed. 78 

I )u Bois died just about four months later, on August 27, the eve of 
the great civil rights march on Washington during which Martin 
Luther King, Jr. delivered his famous “I Have a Dream” speech. The 
Iiiuil document in Du Bois’s case file is a photocopy of an article 
dipped from The Worker, “Marchers Pause to Mourn Dr. DuBois; 

I allmr of Negro Liberation Movement,” which reported that Ossie 
Davis eulogized Du Bois at the foot of the Washington Monument 
lhe next morning as the "father and great inspirer of the modern 
freedom movement.” 7 " 

Even though Du Bois lived on the other side ol the veil, or perhaps 
hot iiu.se ol it, prior to his death he was one ol the most watched 
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persons in America. The FBI was joined in its efforts by HUAC, the 
CIA, Army Intelligence G-2, and the United States Information 
Agency (the latter removed his books from its libraries abroad).” 0 Du 
Bois was particularly critical of HUAC, and its loyalty investiga¬ 
tions, and with good reason. McCarthyism had a sharp racist edge to 
it, as those wishing to retard or stop the drive for racial equality and 
civil rights found it convenient to raise the red scare. 81 He asked, 
“What has this committee done against an un-American activity older 
than Communism and far more galling to Negroes, namely Jim 
Crow—the economic robbing of citizens based on color of skin? 


Nothing.” 82 

Sharing the convictions of Southern segregationists, Hoover was 
eager to join in as a covert partner in this crusade. His racial antipa- 
thy and war on Black Americans, of which Du Bois was one of the 
first casualties, has been well-documented. 83 As a result, Du Bois 
actually found himself on the other side of a double-layered veil, 
one black and one red. No doubt it was the double-consciousness, 
acquired by virtue of his position on the other side of these veils, 
which offered him a unique perspective and enabled him to develop 
„ much more critical stance regarding American society than his 
tallow sociologists. 84 However, this also resulted in his professional 


and political marginalization. 

Ironically, the FBI and other agencies within the intelligence com¬ 
munity paid far more attention to Du Bois than did his sociological 
colleagues. Though he was present at its creation and a member of 
the founding generation, Du Bois has only belatedly begun to be 
ns ogni/.ed as one of the pioneers of modern American sociology. 
And even though he eventually became so frustrated with the limi- 
lalions of academic sociology and the “white fraternity which domi¬ 
nated it that he left the academy, Du Bois never left his sociological 
training and imagination far behind. His role as a social critic and 
activist was intimately tied to and guided by his conceptual and 
theoretical concerns. 86 Sixty years before C. Wright Mills, he recog¬ 
nized the importance of social historical context in sociological in¬ 
vestigation, critiqued isolated grand theory and abstracted 
empiricism, and called for a sociology which would actively, criti¬ 
cally, and courageously identify and engage the major problems fac¬ 
ing American society. 87 His work with the NAACP and struggle for 
racial equality represented just such an effort, as was his critical 
analysis of capitalism and American society. 

Throughout his life, Du Bois was never afraid to take unpopular 
positions and oppose the status quo, first in his opposition to Booker 
T. Washington, later against the Cold War and IJ.S. imperial policy 
abroad, and anti (iommunism and rod halting at home He recog- 
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nized the intersection of race, class, and gender long before it belat¬ 
edly entered the sociological mainstream . 88 His tireless voice through¬ 
out the first half of the twentieth century set the tone for the era of 
protest, resistance, and Black consciousness and power which 
errupted in the decade after he died and has left a legacy which still 
resonates today. 
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Ernest W. Burgess: 
Security Matter-C 


Through his thirty years of collaboration with Robert E. Park, Ernest 
W. Burgess was a major architect of the development of the Chicago 
School of Sociology, as well as a contributing author to its official 
story. Fueled by Park’s disdain for social reform and “women do- 
gooders” and Burgess’s own desire to create an empirical social sci¬ 
ence, Chicago both dominated and defined early American sociology. 1 
They left behind the social philosophizing and theoretical generali¬ 
zation of previous generations, broke rank with sociology’s reform¬ 
ist roots and traditions, and lead the way in the establishment and 
institutionalization of sociology as a “scientific” discipline prima¬ 
rily concerned with the empirical investigation of society. 2 

Burgess was born in Canada in 1886, but immigrated with his par¬ 
ents to the United States shortly thereafter, where he received a con¬ 
servative upbringing in the Midwest. He was recognized as an 
exceptionally bright student from early on, earning the nickname, 
“the little professor” in the first grade, a moniker he accepted with 
pride. 3 While he initially had planned to do graduate study in En¬ 
glish following his graduation from Kingfisher College in Oklahoma, 
while on the train to the University of Michigan he stopped over in 
Chicago, was snagged by Albion Small, and never made it to Ann 
Arbor. 4 One of the first sociologists to be fully trained in the United 
States, Burgess received his Ph.D. in 1913, writing for his disserta¬ 
tion a critique of social Darwinism. Then, in 1916, following ap¬ 
pointments at the University of Toledo, Kansas, and Ohio State 
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University, he returned to Chicago where he stayed until his retire¬ 
ment in 1952. Reflecting on Burgess’s long career at Chicago, W. F. 
Ogburn, departmental chair from 1936 to 1951, commented, Bur¬ 
gess is a quite unique person. He teaches a course on recreation and 
he never plays, he teaches a course on the family and he isn’t mar¬ 
ried, and he teaches a course in criminology and he never commit- 


tsd 3 

At Chicago, Burgess immediately came under the influence of Park, 
the much older former muckraking journalist and secretary to Booker 
T. Washington, with whom he shared an office. 6 Upon his arrival, 
Burgess sought Park’s assistance in preparing for an introductory 
course he had been assigned to teach and together they assembled a 
set of outlines and readings which formed the basis of their mfluen- 
t ial text, Introduction to the Science of Sociology. Widely referred to 
ns the "green bible,” it was intended not only as an introduction for 
students but also as a systematic treatise on the science of sociology, 
providing an outline of its intellectual domain and legitimizing it as 

a cumulative and organized discipline. 7 

While Park is often portrayed as the visionary leader and trail- 
blazer in contrast to Burgess as the “patient and meticulous junior 
. ol league who filled in all of the pertinent details,” in fact, Burgess 
was Instrumental in articulating the focus on the city with which 
llm Chicago School is so closely associated and upon which the 
department’s reputation was built. 8 As early as 1922, he noted, In 

v judgement the research work in sociology should be oriented 
will, ra Terence to the utilization of the city of Chicago as a sociologi- 
i al laboratory.”* Burgess and Park outlined the foundations of the 
human ecology, including Burgess’s own contribution, the concen¬ 
tric zone theory of urban expansion, which would define early Chi- 
, ago sociology. 10 However, in their zeal to scientize sociology and 
distance it from its reformist roots, neither Park nor Burgess made 
appropriate acknowledgment of the methodological debt they owed 
tn the work already carried out in the city by several female sociolo¬ 
gists. the most well-known being jane Addams, and published thirty 
years earlier in Hull House Maps and Papers." As a result, until 
recently, succeeding generations of sociologists have ignored the 
contributions of their founding mothers and mistakenly given credit 
lor the development of many of the methodological techniques so 
closely associated with the Chicago sociology (i.e., social mapping, 
life histories, participant observation) only to the men of tho Chi¬ 
cago School, and not its womon. 1 * 

Tn addition to his collaboration with Park in the development of 
the Chicago School, Burgess also made pioneering contributions in 
several other areas including juvenile delinquency and criminol- 
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ogy, family, and, toward the end of his life, gerontology. His article 
on “The Family as a Unity of Interacting Personalities” contributed 
to the conception of the family as a social institution whose “reality 
exists in the interaction of its members and not in the formalities of 
the law,” and resulted in the recognition of family as a major sub- 
area for the discipline. 13 In 1945, his book, The Family: From Insti¬ 
tution to Companionship, became the leading text in the field. 
Through this work, Burgess helped to construct a sociological con¬ 
ception of the family free of the psychological and psychiatric de¬ 
pendence typical of his day. 14 

During much of his career, Burgess also found himself in the midst 
of the debate over quantitative versus qualitative methodology, a 
debate which intensified with the arrival of Ogburn in 1927 and the 
retirement of Park in 1933. 15 Burgess tended to sympathize more 
with the qualitative side and worried that “the prestige of statistics 
as the one scientific method has naturally led in sociology and I 
suspect in psychology and the other social sciences to a naive and 
uncritical application of quantitative measurement to mental and 
social phenomena.” 16 However, rather than taking either side, Bur¬ 
gess served as a calming and judicious presence, arguing that “the 
methods of statistics and the case study are not in conflict with each 
other; they are in fact mutually complementary.” 17 As a full profes¬ 
sor he sat in on Ogburn’s statistics course and employed statistics in 
his own research. Working with the Chicago Census Committee in 
1924, he helped to develop the modern census track. 18 He was the 
first sociologist to apply factor analysis to sociological data, and the 
first professor of sociology at Chicago to make use of the computer. 19 

In addition to his work at Chicago, Burgess was also active in sev¬ 
eral professional associations. He served as Secretary to the Ameri¬ 
can Sociological Society during the period of its Chicago dominance 
from 1920 to 1930, and was elected President in 1934. From 1936 to 
1940 lie served as editor of the American Journal of Sociology. He 
also helped to establish the National Council on Family Relations, 
the Gerontological Society, and helped found the Society for the 
Study of Social Problems. 

Though he contributed to the empiricist rhetoric which was in- 
( musingly coining to define the identity of the professional sociolo¬ 
gist, Burgess struggled with the relationship between reform and 
empirical sociology, as indicated by the title of his intended autobiog¬ 
raphy, / Renounce Reform and the Reformer: The Story of a Conflict of 
Social Roles. Characterized as a “social reformer who had little faith 
in social work," lie had also lived at I lull I louse for a while and held 
a deep personal admiration for |ene Addams, even though he never 
recognized her as a professional sociologist and colleague. 
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A “little man, with a soft shy smile,” he often took the side of the 
underdog, joining their organizations and lending his name to their 
causes. 21 And though generally conservative and reserved in his de¬ 
meanor, his seemingly insatiable intellectual curiosity led him to be 
unusually open to and interested in new ideas and developments. 
In response to the Bolshevik revolution, he learned to read and speak 
Russian. He was particularly interested in the impact of commu¬ 
nism on the family and visited the Soviet Union several times. This 
interest in Russian society, and his association with several related 
organizations considered to be subversive, eventually led him to be 
charged with disloyalty by a Congressional committee. 22 It also led 
the FBI to place him on their Security Index as a communist. 

Burgess did not come under the formal scrutiny of the FBI until 
1043. By then he was in his late fifties and already well established 
as a prominent sociologist with a nationally recognized reputation 
as being one of the architects of the Chicago School. However, dur¬ 
ing the 1940s and 1950s he was the subject of several FBI investiga- 
i inns, including an Employee Investigation, a Loyalty Investigation, 
and two Internal Security Investigations, which scrutinized his ac¬ 
tivities as far back as the early 1930s. 

While his name had turned up in some other cases, the first for¬ 
mal investigation concerning him was based on a request sent to the 
Bureau by the Office for Emergency Management for an Employee In¬ 
ver, ligation following his application to serve as a public panel member 
with the War Labor Board in Chicago. 23 On September 6,1943, the Bu¬ 
reau sent a memo charging SAC, Chicago with conducting the investi¬ 
gation and instructing the Cincinnati, Kansas City, Oklahoma City, and 
Washington, D.C. field offices to provide assistance. The Bureau was 
particularly concerned that “an individual who may be identical 
wilh the applicant is mentioned on page 10 of the Monthly Sum¬ 
mary of General Intelligence at Chicago dated February 15,1943, re 
Communist Activities.” 24 Burgess’s'name had also been mentioned 
in reports on internal security and espionage with regard to Russia. 

The Oklahoma City field office reported that Kingfisher College, 
which Burgess had attended from 1904 to 1908, was no longer in 
existence, and its records had been transferred to Oklahoma Univer¬ 
sity. 21 ’ Records obtained from the Registrar there indicated that Bur¬ 
gess had been an excellent student and that his grades had averaged 
92 percent during the four years he was at Kingfisher. Oklahoma 
also learned that from 1908 to 1909 he and his sister had been em¬ 
ployed as instructors by the Northwestern Academy in Carrier. Okla¬ 
homa. Burgess had taught math and English and was said to be "an 
outstanding young initructor in the academy, of good moral habits 
and was a brilliant student. 11 
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Kansas City was able to report only that Burgess had been em¬ 
ployed as an assistant professor of sociology from September of 1913 
to August of 1916 at a salary of $1,200 per year, as they were unable 
to locate anyone to be interviewed who knew him at the time. 27 
Meanwhile, Cincinnati investigated Burgess’s time at Ohio State, 
where he had been employed as an assistant professor of economics 
and sociology at a salary of $2,000 during the academic year of 1915- 
1916. 28 Cincinnati reported that he was considered “loyal, capable 
and highly intelligent by fellow employees,” and that neighborhood, 
credit, and criminal checks were all negative. 

A Special Agent from the Washington, D.C. office was sent to the 
State Department to check passport records and was advised that 
between 1930 and 1935 Burgess had made three trips to Europe. 29 
During this time he had been in Russia from June 10 to October 1, 
1930, and visited again in 1935. Washington also noted that Burgess 
had been listed in Elizabeth Dilling’s The Red Network, under the 
subheading “Who is Who in Radicalism.” Finally, an examination 
of the Dies Committee records indicated that Burgess and his sister 
Roberta were listed as members of the Chicago Repertory Group of 
the New Theater Group, said to be a Communist front organization, 
and that he was listed as a signer of an open letter to the Mayor of 
Stalingrad which had been issued in June 1943 by the National Coun¬ 
cil of American Soviet Friendship (NCASF). 30 

On October 5,1943, as the field office formally charged with con¬ 
ducting the investigation, Chicago provided the most comprehen¬ 
sive report, including information that “Confidential Informants 
report applicant active in Russian War Relief and reported a Com¬ 
munist Party member” (see Figure 3.1). 31 A check with the Bureau of 
Immigration and Naturalization revealed that Burgess had first arrived 
in the United States on April 5,1888, but had not obtained his citizen¬ 
ship until June 26,1924. Chicago agents interviewed Burgess’s refer¬ 
ences, Robert Burns and John Larkin, both with the War Labor Board, 
who testified to his integrity, national reputation as a sociologist, 
and qualifications to serve as a public panel member with the Board. 

Several neighbors from Burgess’ apartment building were inter¬ 
viewed, including an intimate friend, Mrs. Irving W. Durfee, who 
reported that Burgess “gives approximately one-half of his income 
away, giving it to charitable institutions and to various boys’ organi¬ 
zations . . . being interested in the prevention of juvenile delin- 
quoncy.” 32 Durfee also indicated that she believed Burgess had made 
at least three trips to Russia but thought he was mainly interested in 
its family set up and not its political situation. She stated that ho 
was not a (lommunist, lint as a sociologist would naturally be inter¬ 
ested in the (ii mi muni.sis purely from an academic point of view. 
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Miss Irene Carter and Miss Bertha Favard, two “maiden ladies” 
also living in the building who had known Burgess for thirty years, 
characterized him as a very generous man who was cultivated “to 
the fingertips,” and stated that it would be impossible “to find a 
pinhole in his armor .” 33 However, they revealed that Burgess and 
his sister owned a summer place at the dunes along Lake Michigan 
which was an exact copy of a Russian isba (i.e., the home of a Rus¬ 
sian peasant). They also reported that his sister owned a collection 
of rare Russian books and that both spoke some Russian. 

Agents were also sent to the University of Chicago to check with 
the registrar as well as to interview several of his colleagues, includ¬ 
ing sociologists William Ogburn and Herbert Blumer and anthro¬ 
pologist Robert Redfield. Through the registrar’s office Burgess’s 
student and employment records were reviewed, though the title of 
his Ph.D. thesis was mistakenly reported as “Socialism Its Func¬ 
tions in Social Evolution. 34 Ogburn, who was then serving as chair¬ 
person of the department, characterized Burgess as a hard worker 
who in his opinion was a reserved fellow who is not a good mixer 
and who keeps to himself .” 35 Blumer noted Burgess’s prominence in 
the field and considered him to be of unquestionable loyalty. Both 
men were aware of his trips to Russia, but, like Durfee, they indi¬ 
cated that his interest was purely professional and academic. 
Redfield, who was Park’s son-in-law and therefore very familiar with 
Burgess, concurred with Ogburn and Blumer, noting that for recre¬ 
ation he believed that Burgess “applied the social sciences which he 
studied ... in his relief and welfare projects .” 36 All three recom¬ 
mended him highly. 

Information obtained from Captain Walter H. Will of the Michigan 
City police department presented a much different picture. On No¬ 
vember 14, 1932, Will had reported that, “he had been advised by a 
confidential informant that E. W. BURGESS had a large library in 
his home at Beverly Shores, Indiana, consisting of nothing but com¬ 
munistic articles and books; further that all magazines and newspa¬ 
pers taken by BURGESS were Communistic .” 37 The identity of the 
informant was not revealed and Will did not know whether Burgess 
attended Communist meetings. However, Chicago noted that on July 
29, 1942, a confidential informant, possibly the files of the Ameri¬ 
can Legion National Headquarters at Indianapolis, had advised that 
Burgess was a member of the Communist Party and a member of the 
Chicago Forum on Russian Affairs . 38 Confidential informants also 
reported that Burgess was listed as one of the many pro-Soviet tu¬ 
tors at llie University of Chicago and as a sponsor of the Chicago 
(.ommilleo of Russian Relief, as well as the Teachers Commit too of 
I ho Veterans ol the Abraham Lincoln Brigade, which was reported 
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to be a Communist front. 39 A cover letter attached to the report noted 
that Blumer and Ogburn were also members of the Teachers Com¬ 
mittee and that Ogburn’s name had appeared in an FBI report en¬ 
titled “Communist Activity in the United States from the American 
Legion Files.” 

Based on the information contained in Chicago’s Employee Inves¬ 
tigation report, particularly that he was a member of the Communist 
Party, the Bureau then initiated an internal security investigation of 
Burgess, under the caption “Security Matter—C, and FBI surveillance 
of his background and activities continued. On March 7,1944, Chicago 
submitted a report on this investigation which contained all the infor¬ 
mation from the Employee Investigation as well as some new addi¬ 
tions. 40 Confidential informants stated that Burgess was a member of 
tlio Chicago Forum on Russian Affairs and provided a copy of a letter- 
lmad from the Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee which listed Bur¬ 
gess as a sponsor of the organization, said to be a Communist front. It 
was also reported that on June 18, 1943, Burgess had spoken at a 
meeting of the Chicago Council on American-Soviet Relations. The 
report concluded with a physical description, likely taken from 
Burgess’s Selective Service record, noting that he had an appendec¬ 
tomy scar and, under “Peculiarities,” that he spoke Russian. 

Bused on tho findings of the Security Investigation, Burgess was 
pint ;ed mi the FBI’s Security Index. On April 19,1944, Hoover sent a 
confidential memo notifying SAC, Chicago to prepare a 5 inch by 8 
mi ll white card captioned “Communist” for filing in the field office’s 
(lonfidential Security Index Card File, and instructing him that “the 
i aption of the card prepared and filed in your Office must be kept 
current at all times and the Bureau immediately advised of any 
changes made therein in that connection.” 41 

Burgess remained on the Security Index for the next two years, 
alter which, on August 5, 1946, the Bureau instructed Chicago to 
reopen the case to determine the nature of Burgess’s current activi¬ 
ties, noting, “In the event you find that the subject is now inactive, 
the advisability of continuing the Security Index card should be re¬ 
considered by your office.” 43 Almost a year later, Chicago reported 
that no evidence of current Communist activity had been uncovered 
and recommended that Burgess’s Security Index card be canceled. 
On July 21, 1947, Burgess was taken off the Index and his card relo¬ 
cated to his investigative case file. 41 

| Ml interest in Burgess remained dormant for the next two and 
one-half years until February 195(1, when, in accordance with the 
provisions of Executive (Jrder 9835, the Bureau received a request 
for a Loyalty Investigation following Burgess’s application to serve 
as a Special Consultant with the National Institute ol I limit li (Nil I). 44 


Ernest W. Burgess 


41 


No doubt aware of the prevailing Cold War climate, in his letter of 
application Burgess had called attention to his affiliation with the 
National Council of American Soviet Friendship and its affiliate the 
Chicago Council of American Soviet Friendship (CCASF). He out¬ 
lined his limited participation in both and indicated, “For a full 
statement on these activities and my attitude to communism see my 
testimony before the Broyles Seditious Activities Commission.” 45 

In response to the request, on February 21, 1950, the Bureau in¬ 
structed SAC, Chicago to conduct a full field investigation of Burgess’s 
loyalty beginning with a review of activities reported earlier in his 
Security Matter-C case file. 46 Three months later, Chicago submit¬ 
ted its report based on information collected from over twenty con¬ 
fidential informants and accompanied by twelve attachments of 
various exhibits of evidence, including copies of letters, letterhead, 
and pamphlets from several organizations. The report confirmed 
Burgess’s membership in the NCASF and its Chicago affiliate and 
noted he had been a member of its Initiating Committee in 1943 and 
served on its Speakers Bureau until 1945. 47 In addition, Burgess was 
said to have been a sponsor, member of the advisory board, or lec¬ 
turer for several reported Communist front organizations. 

Chicago also obtained a document entitled “New Russia,” which 
announced two slide presentations and lectures to be delivered by 
Burgess and his sister on November 15, 1933, under the auspices of 
the Park-Burgess Lectures series and the Chicago Urban League. 
Based on their travels and research in Russia, Burgess spoke on “New 
Men, New Crimes: Crime in the Soviet Union,” and his sister on 
"Moscow 1933: Everyday Life in Moscow.” 48 Burgess and his sister 
had just returned from Russia, where they had conducted several 
weeks of participant observation, sharing a small apartment with a 
Russian family in one of the new residential areas for workers and 
participating in their daily routines and family life. The summer 
before they had also spent time in several Soviet villages. 

(Chicago agents were sent back to the University of Chicago. Ogburn 
was recontacted and repeated his admiration for Burgess and abso¬ 
lute confidence in his loyalty. He noted Burgess’s academic interest 
m Russia and indicated the likelihood that Burgess “undoubtedly 
has come in contact with other groups in the United States who are 
also interested in Russia and communism.” But he also advised that 
"lor the last 6 or 7 years, due to the difficulty of obtaining factual 
material on Russia, Professor BURGESS has largely lost interest in 
ntseaich concerning Russia and communism.’ 46 Charles E. Merriam, 
I’mlessor Emeritus ol Political Science, acquainted with Burgess since 
KUO, described him as "a very conservative individual,” and said 
that he could not conceive ol him being disloyal to the I Jnited States. 5 " 
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Several other faculty, staff, and students were interviewed, all at¬ 
testing to his loyalty; none could provide any derogatory informa¬ 
tion or evidence of Communist activity or affiliation. Residents in 
his apartment building reported the same, though agents were un¬ 
able to recontact Miss Irene Carter and Miss Bertha Favard, as the 
latter was deceased and the former in a home for the feebleminded. 

For its part, the Indianapolis field office was charged with recon¬ 
tacting Captain Will of the Michigan City police to see if it could 
obtain more information on Burgess’s library and activities. 51 Will 
could no longer recall the identity of the informant who had origi¬ 
nally furnished the information. However, one of the field office’s 
confidential informants, who had been a former public official in 
Beverly Shores, advised that in 1947 Burgess had been asked to write 
an article on the town to be included in a program for the Fireman’s 
Dance. He claimed that the article was very pro-Russian and that 
Burgess had compared Beverly Shores with a famous Russian sea- 
i < mst resort and recommended that to improve itself, Beverly Shores 
should become more like its Russian counterpart. 

Indianapolis also interviewed Louise Van Hess Young, a summer 
resident of tbe Dunes whose deceased husband had been a math 
professor at Chicago and had known Burgess for thirty-five years, 
lfmgess and his sister were frequent visitors at her summer home 
and eventually she moved in with them in their home in Chicago. 
She bad no doubts about his loyalty, but during the interview she 
expressed considerable doubts about the Loyalty Program and de- 
m lilted the FBI as an organization of “snoopers.” Her comments were 
duly recorded on the administrative page attached to the Indianapo¬ 
lis roport, no doubt destined for a file of her own. 

In support of the investigation, the Springfield field office obtained 
i erl died copies of the transcribed proceedings of the Illinois Sedi¬ 
tious Activities Investigation Commission’s hearings on the investi¬ 
gation of the University of Chicago and Roosevelt College held during 
April and May 1949. 52 Otherwise known as the Broyles Commis¬ 
sion, this was the testimony to which Burgess had referred in his 
letter to the NIH. Burgess, who had publicly opposed the Commis¬ 
sion, was subpoenaed to testify before it concerning the affidavit he 
bad submitted in response to star witness and conservative Hearst 
reporter I Inward Rushmore’s accusations of his affiliation with sev¬ 
eral Communist front organizations. 51 The exchanges between Bur¬ 
gess and J. U. Matthews, brought in from Washington, D.C. to serve 
as (Hiiot Investigator and Interrogator, were often contentious: 

l>i Matthews: "Are you aware of the fact that the Chicago Council for 
American Soviet I'rieiulsblp, as a blanch el the National Council for 
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American—Soviet Friendship, is on the Attorney General’s list of sub¬ 
versive of communist organizations?” 

Mr. Burgess: “I am.” 

Dr. Matthews: “It isn’t necessary to show you the document or would you 
like to see it?” 

Mr. Burgess: “I see my name is here with many prominent persons through¬ 
out the country. Three United States Senators—who apparently do not 
agree with the Attorney General that this organization is subversive.” 

Dr. Matthews: “Are you implying that you are going to establish innocence 
by association?” 

Mr. Burgess: “But it seems to me if you imply guilt by association you 
should also—be able to prove innocence by association.” 

Dr. Matthews: “You then accept guilt by association?” 

Mr. Burgess: “I am not saying that. I am—I don’t subscribe to either one, 
but if one is brought forward, then the other should also be brought 
forward.” 54 

Burgess further argued that the Attorney General had made a mis¬ 
take in listing the Council as subversive, and read statements of sup¬ 
port which had been sent to it in 1944 by President Roosevelt, and 
1945 by General Eisenhower. 55 Burgess also read a statement which 
he had prepared outlining his views on Communism: 

I have never been and am not now a communist. I have never been and am 
not now in sympathy with communism. In all the 33 years I have taught at 
the University of Chicago, I have never heard of a single member of the 
faculty who was accused or even suspected of being a communist. Com¬ 
munism as exemplified at present in the Soviet Union, combines three 
principles. I am opposed to all three. First, communism educates State 
socialism and ultimately communism. Although socialism has been tried 
for over thirty years in the Soviet Union, its results are very inferior, both 
in productivity and in, especially in, the quality of goods to those of our 
American Economic System. Second, communism in the Soviet Union has 
maintained a political dictatorship, with a one party government, and the 
final power in the hands of the Politburo. Third, the communist party has 
abolished freedom of speech and freedom of teaching in every country 
where it has taken over power. American citizens should prize their heri¬ 
tage of freedom of speech and of teaching, and should be fearful of at¬ 
tempts to restrict and limit it. 5n 

I ioovor pal and protege Guy I lottel, SAC for the Washington, D.C. 
Hold office, forwarded Washington’s report in early July 1950. In 
addition to rechecking Burgess's passport records with the State 
Uupnrlmont, Washington also < lmckml the files of the House Com¬ 
mittee on II n American Activities I It I At I files revealed that in April 
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1949, just prior to his testifying before the Broyles Commission, 
Burgess had joined fifty leading professors and instructors in sign¬ 
ing a letter, a copy of which was published in the Daily Worker, 
opposing the Broyles Bill, which was characterized as intending to 
outlaw the Communist Party, imprison Communists and members 
of Communist fronts, and impose thought control throughout the 
educational system. In 1943, he had signed a letter, issued by the 
NCASF, protesting anti-Soviet slander and calling for complete na¬ 
tional unity to win the war. Burgess’s name also appeared in exhib¬ 
its taken from 1941 and 1942 issues of Social Work Today and Soviet 
Hiissia Today, both cited as Communist fronts by HUAC, and he was 
listed as a contributor to the Commonwealth College in 1933, cited 
as a “Communist Enterprise” by the Attorney General under Execu¬ 
tive Order 9835. 

On July 19,1950, with the Loyalty Investigation completed, Hoover 
sent copies of the reports from the four field offices to James E. 
Hatcher, Chief of the Investigations Division of the Civil Service 
(lommission with a request to “Please advise this Bureau of the ulti¬ 
mate disposition which is made of this case.” 57 Copies were also 
sent to the Justice Department, in accordance with the attorney 
general’s request, in 1948, that he be informed of all cases where 
there is evidence of membership in the Communist Party by a gov¬ 
ernment employee. 58 Then, the following month, Chicago was in¬ 
structed to reopen its internal security investigation of Burgess: 

As the loyalty investigation of Burgess has been completed you should 
now consider him as a Security Matter subject and authority is granted to 
contact your confidential informants and reliable sources of information, 
including those affiliated with educational institutions. You may also con¬ 
tact the registrars’ offices of such institutions as set forth in SAC Letter 
12(1, Series 1948. Prior Bureau authority must be obtained before inter¬ 
viewing any students, employees or persons otherwise affiliated with edu¬ 
cational institutions who are not covered by the above categories. 59 

Chicago did not complete its investigation until late February 1951, 
but in the meantime, on October 25, 1950, Joseph McElvain, Chair¬ 
man of the Federal Security Agency’s Board of Inquiry of Employee 
Loyalty, sent an inquiry to the Bureau, requesting, “Since it is appar¬ 
ently impossible for you to advise us of the identities of these infor¬ 
mants, we request that you supply us with sufficient background 
information concerning them, which may reflect upon their verac¬ 
ity, so that this Board will have some actual information which will 
assist us in evaluating the informants’ credibility.""" 

Background information was assembled lor several of the infor¬ 
mants, the most important being Louis F, linden/.. Former editor of 
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the Daily Worker turned police informer, Budenz had advised the 
New York field office in May 1950 that “Professor Ernest W. Burgess 
was one of the four hundred persons he considered concealed Com¬ 
munists.” 61 Hoover instructed New York to contact Budenz, who was 
then interviewed on December 2, 1951. Budenz stated he had met 
Burgess in Chicago at a closed meeting of the Communist Party some¬ 
time in 1938 or 1939. He recalled that Morris Childs, leader of the 
CP in Chicago at that time, had introduced Burgess to him as a Com¬ 
munist. 62 Budenz also suggested that the Bureau contact Frank Meyer, 
who had been doing graduate work at Chicago and knew Burgess 
from 1934 to 1938. Meyer claimed to have been a leader of the Uni¬ 
versity student and faculty sections of the CP and was not aware of 
any Communist activity on Burgess’s part. He indicated that he be¬ 
lieved Burgess to have been “clean” during the period he knew him. 

On December 16, Hoover forwarded the background information 
on informants to the Civil Service Commission, with copies to 
McElvain and Assistant Attorney General James M. Mclnerney. 63 The 
names of all confidential informants, including Budenz of course, 
were not revealed. A couple of weeks later, McElvain wrote Hoover 
requesting additional details concerning information provided by 
"Confidential Informant New York [DELETED],” unknown to him 
to be Budenz. In particular, the Board was interested in information 
which might “reflect upon the ability of the informant to identify a 
person from a photograph after the lapse of a period of twelve years 
when it appears that the relationship was of short duration and when 
the importance of the meeting is not set forth.” 64 Hoover sent an 
urgent request to New York asking for further details on the credibil- 
ily and reliability of the information. 65 Though not immediately avail¬ 
able, when recontacted, Budenz indicated that he had seen Burgess 
a number of times, heard his name often mentioned by CP officials, 
and felt that he knew him well enough to recognize him after a few 
years. For the information and guidance of the Loyalty Board, New 
York also noted that Budenz was a self-admitted former member of 
llie Communist Party who had furnished the FBI reliable informa¬ 
tion in the past. On January 27, 1951, this information was duly 
passed on so the Board could complete its deliberations. 66 However, 
il would be another year before the FBI would be informed that Bur¬ 
gess had been reviewed favorably by the Board of Inquiry and deter¬ 
mined to be “Eligible on loyalty.” 87 

In the meantime, on February 28, 1951, Chicago submitted its re- 
porl on its reopened security investigation of Burgess. 66 In the de¬ 
tailed eighteen page document, Chicago brought Burgess’s security 
tile up to date, incorporating the most recent information concern¬ 
ing his reported (iommunist front affiliations which had been listed 
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in the Loyalty Investigation, the Broyles Commission testimony of 
Rushmore, and the accusations of Party membership obtained from 
Budenz. The only previously uncovered piece of information was a 
note that in March 23,1945, Burgess had participated in a roundtable 
concerning the outlawing of discrimination sponsored by the Chi¬ 
cago Council Against Racial and Religious Discrimination. 

Once again Burgess was placed on the Security Index as a Com¬ 
munist and remained there even after the Civil Service Commission 
had reported him eligible on loyalty on February 13,1952. 69 Burgess 
had retired in 1951, but FBI interest in his activities continued and 
on June 8, 1953, Chicago reported to the Bureau that he had been 
subpoenaed to appear before the closed hearings on “Communist 
Infiltration into Education” being conducted in Chicago by the Jenner 
Committee. However, when called, Burgess stated that he wanted a 
public hearing so that the public would know why he was subpoe¬ 
naed and “in order to do what I can to counteract the rising tide of 
public hysteria.” 70 He then got up, left the closed hearing room, and 
distributed a mimeographed statement to the reporters waiting out¬ 
side condemning the Committee’s action and giving evidence of his 
own loyalty. The Bureau obtained a transcript of Burgess’s statement 
to the Committee but warned, “Because it was heard only in execu¬ 
tive session and was furnished confidentially to the Bureau, the con¬ 
tents of this Volume should not be set forth in any communication 
which may be disseminated outside of the Bureau.” 71 

Burgess’s file was once again updated in April 1955. Because “no 
information has been developed tending to show BURGESS as being in 
a leadership capacity in any front group,” on June 28, 1955, he was 
removed from the Security Index. 72 However, in March 1956, the 
Miami field office was given permission to interview him at his Palm 
Beach home in connection with a Loyalty Investigation of Herbert 
Milliner, but only after Chicago furnished detailed information on 
Burgess's background and Communist Party and front activities. 73 

In addition to Blumer’s loyalty, Burgess was also questioned about 
his own activities and once again denied ever being a member of the 
Communist Party, knowing any of its members, or attending any of 
its meetings. 74 He stated that he had given his name freely for use by 
several welfare organizations. However, he denied knowing that any 
of the organizations with which he had been associated were Com¬ 
munist fronts, for example the Chicago Council of American Soviet 
Friendship, until 1949, when lie had been called before the Broyles 
(iommission. I le discussed his three trips to Russia, indicating that 
during bis 1933 trip he had conducted a study of crime and juvenile 
delinquency in Russia in which he had gained access to the records 
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of a criminal psychopathic institution in Moscow. He had contacted 
psychiatrists because “they actually believed that criminal behavior 
was based upon human behavior patterns, although they openly fol¬ 
lowed the Communist Party line that economic and social trends were 
the actual causes of crime and juvenile delinquency.” He also stated 
that “he felt that the psychiatrists would give him a truer picture in 
this regard and did not contact Russian sociologists because they 
followed the Communist Party line strictly,... and therefore would 
not give him any information of value to his study.” 75 Finally, he 
also noted that in association with his employment as a consultant 
for the Federal Security Agency in 1951, he had been afforded a 
hearing in connection with his activities and had been absolved of 
any disloyalty. 

The Washington field office checked to see whether Burgess was 
still serving as a consultant with the government, and, when they 
discovered he was not, informed the Bureau that they would take no 
further action. By then Burgess was seventy years old and his health 
was starting to deteriorate. Nonetheless, he continued writing on 
gerontological issues until his death at age eighty in 1966. 

There is a certain irony that Burgess, one of the architects of the 
Chicago School of Sociology, with its human ecology model that has 
been regularly taken to task for supporting the status quo, legitimiz¬ 
ing capitalism, and mystifying some of the central features of Ameri¬ 
can society, would become a target of FBI surveillance and suspicions 
and even be officially listed on its Security Index as a Communist. 76 
Further contributing to the irony, Burgess and J. Edgar Hoover shared 
much in common. Both spent their entire lives as bachelors, one 
living with his mother, the other his sister. Both men were consum¬ 
mate bureaucrats who devoted their entire lives to building and 
maintaining a single institution. 

As a role model in the development of the sociologist as “benevo¬ 
lent technocratic analyst,” Burgess did not see the relationship be- 
I ween sociology and capitalism as problematic and was more inclined 
to cooperate with its social and political institutions than critique 
them. Hoover, on the other hand, was much more aware of the 
• ritical potential of sociology and tended to have a rather suspicious 
regard for sociologists. And while Burgess’s Russian interests and 
organizational affiliations were no doubt purely academic or the 
Innocent result of his support for the underdog, to Hoover and the 
FBI they appeared to be the activities of a Communist. 

Burgess never broached the issue of McCarthyism, the Loyalty 
Program, or the FBI in any ofhis sociological writings, nor discussed 
their Impact on the discipline or his own work. And with the excep- 
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tion of a chapter on the Russian family included in The Family, he 
never published any major works based on the research he did during 
his travels to the Soviet Union. However, through his testimony before 
the Broyles Commission and his courageous refusal to testify in closed 
session before the Jenner Committee he made it quite clear that he 
saw these activities as a fundamental threat to the democratic val¬ 
ues of the nation and the intellectual freedom of the academy. 
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William Fielding Ogburn: 
Scientist, Statistician, Schizophrene 


Upon his retirement in 1951, Time magazine characterized William 
Fielding Ogburn as “the top social statistician in the U.S.” 1 A pio¬ 
neer in the application of multivariate analysis, later refined by 
Samuel Stouffer and Paul Lazarsfeld, Ogburn once wrote in his di¬ 
ary, “My worship of statistics had a somewhat religious nature. If I 
wanted to worship, to be loyal, to be devoted, then statistics was the 
answer for me, my God.” 2 A member of the “second generation” of 
American sociologists, throughout his career he was a vigorous and 
outspoken advocate of the use of quantitative methods and statistics 
as a means of creating a more empirical and “objective” discipline. 3 
Ogburn joined Park and Burgess in their crusade to purge the intel¬ 
lectuality, emotion, and bias he felt to be associated with the social 
philosophizing and reform interests of the preceding generation of 
male American sociologists, as well as their female colleagues and 
contemporaries at Chicago. As one of the founding fathers of 
scientism in American sociology, 4 he argued in his address to the 
American Sociological Society upon being elected president in 1929, 
“Sociology as a science is not interested in making the world a bet¬ 
ter place in which to live, in encouraging beliefs, in spreading infor¬ 
mation, in dispersing news, in setting forth impressions of life, in 
leading multitudes, or in guiding the ship of state. Science is inter¬ 
ested directly in one thing only, to wit, discovering new knowledge.” 5 

Ogburn was born in 1886, in Butler, Georgia, into a well-to-do 
merchant planter’s family. However, his father died only six years 
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later and he spent the rest of his childhood being raised by his mother 
in relatively impoverished circumstances. In 1902, at age sixteen, 
he entered Mercer College, graduating in 1905. Following Mercer, 
he took a teaching position at the Morton School for Boys and then 
as assistant principal at the Darlington School, staying in Georgia 
until he moved north to begin his graduate studies at Columbia Uni¬ 
versity in 1908. 6 

As a graduate student at Columbia, Ogburn came under the tute¬ 
lage of Frank Giddings, head of the department of sociology and one 
of the first sociologists interested in quantitative methods as a means 
of developing a more scientific sociology. 7 Eventually becoming his 
star student, it was through Giddings and one of the founders of 
econometrics, Henry L. Moore, that Ogburn was introduced to the 
significance of science and statistics and the importance of objectiv¬ 
ity over emotion. Nonetheless, upon finishing his Ph.D. in 1912, 
when he left to take a position at Reed College in Portland, Oregon, 
he still carried with him a desire to “make the world a better place to 
live.”" While at Reed, Ogburn spent large amounts of time with stu¬ 
dents and characterized his teaching as “a mild indoctrination of a 
liberal or radical social philosophy.” 9 He sported an interest in so- 
i ialistn and participated in a variety of social reform efforts, work¬ 
ing wit li the unemployed, posing as an unemployed man and visiting 
lumber camps, helping to found the Oregon Civic League, and lec¬ 
tin mg to tin; Industrial Workers of the World (IWW). One of his most 
prized possessions in life was a three-volume edition of the works 
nl Karl Marx, inscribed to him by the Portland chapter of the IWW. 10 

1 lowover, this commitment was not to last, as he became increas¬ 
ingly caught up in professional ambitions and concerned with being 
pigeonholed forever at Reed. In 1917, Ogburn accepted an appoint¬ 
ment at the University of Washington. After one year, and with the 
outbreak of World War I, he then moved to Washington, D.C., and 
went to work as head of the cost-o'f-living section of the National 
War Labor Board, and a short time later as a Special Agent for the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. During his year and one half in Washing¬ 
ton, D.C., Ogburn led the way in the development of methods for 
analyzing family budgets and constructing price indexes. He pub¬ 
lished seventeen articles and was subsequently offered a position at 
Columbia in 1919. 

With bis return to Columbia, Ogburn resolved to abandon his ear¬ 
lier reform interests and to dedicate himself solely to the pursuit ol 
science: "My problem as 1 saw it at Columbia was to indoctrinate 
only scientific method. . . . My social action ! confined largely to 
organIzatlonnl work in the advancement ol science in I he social dis 
, ipllmi,"" (Ine ol the first American sociologists to have developed 
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an interest in Freud, and having himself undergone psychoanalysis, 
he increasingly began to discount social reform efforts as a “ratio¬ 
nalization” of hopes for greater equality as well as a source of emo¬ 
tional bias and distortion which undermined the standards of 
scientific research. 12 He turned instead to what would become the 
fundamental task informing his life’s work, understanding the pro¬ 
cesses underlying social change and social invention. In 1922, he 
published his most famous work, Social Change: With Respect to 
Culture and Original Nature, in which he introduced the concept 
and coined the phrase “cultural lag.” 13 Eventually he would profess, 
“I shall be bold. I claim that the problem of social evolution is solved 
and that I have played a considerable part in solving it.” 14 

Ogburn stayed at Columbia until 1927, when, having achieved 
national prominence as a quantitative sociologist, he was hired away 
by Chicago. His recruitment was a conscious and unanimous move 
by the Chicago faculty, including Burgess and Park, calculated to 
strengthen the quantitative dimension of its program and to help 
maintain its national reputation as the leading sociology program in 
the country. 15 Nonetheless, he encountered a much more hostile at¬ 
titude to statistics than he had anticipated, or experienced at Co¬ 
lumbia. No doubt this hostility was fueled in part by his energetic 
participation in the department’s ongoing debate over quantitative 
versus qualitative methods, and a tireless advocacy of measurement 
which was gaining him the reputation of a methodological zealot. 16 

Ogburn was appointed chairperson of sociology at Chicago in 1940, 
and remained so until 1947 when Burgess took the helm. At Chi¬ 
cago he was known for browbeating his colleagues for their lack of 
scientific rigor, as well as the rather jealous guarding of his time 
from students. Prominently displayed in his office for any who might 
venture in to consult with him was a sign which stated, “He who 
takes my time steals the one thing he can never return.” 17 Still, he 
exerted a considerable influence on his students and colleagues, and 
through them the increasingly quantitative and scientistic direction 
in which the discipline of sociology was developing. After Talcott 
Parsons convinced Samuel Stouffer, Ogburn’s most accomplished 
student, to leave Chicago to run the Social Relations Laboratory at 
Harvard, Stouffer wrote back, “One consolation to you personally 
should be the knowledge that something of the scientific spirit of 
which you are America’s greatest exemplar in our field will be 
brought into a new environment and diffused even more widely.” 18 

()ghurn was also a leader in the construction of a new dimension 
in the role Ini' the academic sociologist, that of professional consult¬ 
ant and government servant. In 1929, he was appointed as Director 
ol Kesean h I'm President llerhcrl I louver's Research Committee on 
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Social Trends, a landmark in social investigation and for many years 
a standard reference for social scientists and government agencies. 19 
He also held positions as research consultant to the National Re¬ 
sources Committee, advisor to the Resettlement Administration, 
Director of the Consumer’s Advisory Board of the National Recov¬ 
ery Administration, and chairperson of the U.S. Census Advisory 
Committee. 20 However, noting the potential dilemma arising from 
the contradictory demands for value-free objectivity on the part of 
the scientist versus the inherently value-laden judgement and policy 
recommendations expected of the consultant, he was always careful 
to claim a conscious and self-imposed separation between the two. 

I le drew on his familiarity with Freud in his attempt to resolve this 
dilemma and protect the integrity of his role as scientist from being 
undermined by that of the policy advocate: “The key to the solution 
1 worked out for myself. ... I turned with admiration to the schizo- 
phrene !” 21 The resultant and discomfiting schizophrenia has re¬ 
mained grafted onto the identity of American sociology ever since. 

(Jgburn came under the formal scrutiny of the FBI in the spring of 
I«»r*(), while he was conducting a survey, under the auspices of the 
University of Chicago, of the dispersal of industry in and around 
American cities in order to find out whether industries were located 
close to city centers or out in suburban areas. The survey consisted 
nl night items and asked how many miles a plant was located from 
the i enter of the nearest city, how long the plant had been in opera¬ 
te m at its current address, and the plant size. 22 However, upon re¬ 
ceiving the survey, an unidentifiable official of E. I. Dupont 
deNemours & Company furnished a copy to a Special Agent of the 
(Ihicego field office and advised that “his company was not answer¬ 
ing the questionnaire since it was considered that the information 
lining sought could be of interest to enemies of the United States 
(see Figure 4.1). 23 

(Chicago forwarded copies of the survey to the Bureau, which tried 
to determine whether the study was being carried out for a govern¬ 
ment agency. 24 The office of the secretary of defense was contacted 
and reported no knowledge of such a study. It suggested that the 
National Security Resource Board (NSRB) be contacted. The secu¬ 
rity officer of the NSRB reported that the agency had no formal con¬ 
tract with the University of Chicago but did note that Ogburn was 
known to officials of the NSRB and had occasionally furnished it 
with copies of various studies carried out by the university. 

On May 2(>, 1950, Director, FBI sent SAC, Chicago, a memo with 
reference to the industrial questionnaire circulated by Ogburn. 29 The 
memo indicated that in January 1.94H, he had been one of twenty- 
one sponsors of the "Committee of ()ne Thousand" which bad been 
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set up to abolish the House Un-American Activities Committee. 
Chicago was instructed to provide the Bureau with a summary of all 
information on Ogburn appearing in its files. 

Two months later, on July 24, Chicago submitted a memorandum 
to the Director, under the subject heading, “INTERNAL SECURITY- 
MISCELLANEOUS.” 26 The memo indicates that even though there 
had been no formal investigation directed at Ogburn before, the 
Bureau’s surveillance activities cast such a wide net that he had been 
caught within it a number of times. The memo lists several refer¬ 
ences to Ogburn, taken from the indices of the Chicago office and 
dating back to October 1941, when an anonymous source made avail¬ 
able a cardex file maintained in the Offices of the United Spanish 
Aid Committee, which shared offices with the Veterans of the 
Abraham Lincoln Brigade. According to the informant, the cardex 
tile offered a structural picture of the individuals affiliated with the 
United Spanish Aid movement and the capacities in which they 
served. Ogburn was listed as a member of the Teachers Committee 
nl llie Spanish Refugee Relief Committee, which at one time had 
sponsored a relief ship to the Loyalists in Spain. 

The memo indicates that an unidentifiable source had reported 
(igbern to have been a sponsor of the National War Time Conference 
oi I lie Professions, the Sciences, the Arts, and the White Collar Field 
held in 1943 at the Biltmore Hotel in New York. The source de- 
•,i i ibed the conference as a Communist-inspired gathering. Chicago s 
liles further indicate that on May 25,1944, Ogburn had sent a letter 
to the Bureau which discussed the effect of aviation on the organiza¬ 
tion of the FBI’s work and how it might be used to expedite some 
aspects of the Bureau’s work. 27 

Also in 1944, T-2, a “very confidential” source, provided materi¬ 
als which indicated that Ogburn had written a letter to Oskar Lange, 
a former professor at Chicago who had given up his American citi- 
/.enship to become the Polish ambassador to the United States. These 
materials appear to have been obtained from inside the Polish em¬ 
bassy. 26 In the letter, Ogburn thanked Lange for his presentation to 
(lie Institute of Social Research, saying, “Our people are most appre¬ 
ciative of what you said, and I was particularly impressed with the 
plans and emphasis you gave various courses.” 26 On July 25,1945, a 
pretext phone call made by a Chicago agent to the offices of the Mid¬ 
west Division of the American Committee for Yugoslav Relief, des¬ 
ignated a Communist organization by the attorney general, revealed 
that Ogburn was a sponsor of the group. 

Chicago had also collected several clippings from local newspa¬ 
pers concerning (tgburn's views on the atomic bomb. During a Uni- 
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August 8, 1945, just two days after the dropping of the bomb on 
Hiroshima, Ogburn “termed the bomb the most important invention 
of all times and predicted sweeping economic and social changes in 
the atomic age comparable to those created by the industrial revolu¬ 
tion.” He also warned that the “United States will be the world’s 
most hated power if it tries to sit on the secret of the atomic bomb.” 30 
On October 22, 1945, Ogburn addressed a meeting of the Indepen¬ 
dent Citizens Committee of Arts, Sciences, and Professions and urged 
the scientific investigation of the likely effects of an atomic bomb on 
the structure of American society. He recommended the decentral¬ 
izing of American cities as a possible defense against atomic war 
and pointed out that because Russia’s cities were much smaller and 
scattered over a much larger area they would probably suffer less in 
this regard. 

In 1946, Chicago had obtained a copy of a booklet put out by the 
Woodrow Wilson Foundation, “The Politics of Atomic Energy, ” writ¬ 
ten by Harry Gideonse, Raymond Fosdick, and Ogburn. Ogburn wrote 
the third section of the booklet, “If International Action Fails,” in 
which he concluded that the atomic bomb should be banished by a 
world government. He also published a detailed discussion of his 
views on sociology and the atomic bomb in the January 1946 issue 
of the American Journal of Sociology, though it was never picked up 
by the FBI. 31 In it, he claimed that Hiroshima had ushered in a new 
age, the atomic age, which would impact many of our social institu- 
t ions. And while it was the function of the natural scientists to make 
the bomb, it was that of the social sciences to determine its likely 
social consequences. Intimating the need for a sociological Manhattan 
I ‘reject, he argued, “No doubt, if sociologists had the two-billion-dollar 
fund, which the physicists and engineers had to finance construct¬ 
ing I lie bomb, then in several years’ time they could advise adequately 
on the social adjustments to this new source of power.” 32 

In May 1946, the New York field office had obtained a copy of the 
Hranch membership of the American Association of Scientific Work¬ 
ers (AASW) from a “highly confidential source.” In it, Ogburn was 
listed as a member of the Chicago branch. He was subsequently in¬ 
terviewed by a Special Agent from the Chicago field office. During 
the interview he advised that he had served as president of the Chi- 
( ago chapter of the AASW for a one-year period in 1938 or 1939, 
and had remained an active member until 1945, when he resigned. 

I In stated he had resigned from the organization “because there were 
some members in the organization who were ‘radical’ in that they 
proposed the use of force to make people accept social changes.” 33 
I le also indicated that the failure of the organization to accomplish 
It-, pm pose ol causing scientists III become more aware of the social 
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aspects of their activities had also contributed to his resignation. 
Chicago’s memorandum concludes with a note that, according to 
Elizabeth Dilling’s The Red Network, Ogburn was an advisor to the 
Pioneer Youth of America, which was characterized as a Commu¬ 
nist-influenced group for young people, and a defender of various 
educators dismissed from their posts for “disaffectionists [sic] ac¬ 
tivities” toward the United States. 

The memorandum was placed in the Bureau’s files and became a 
permanent part of Ogburn’s record. On January 26,1951, in response 
to a request for information from the State Department, the Bureau 
forwarded a verbatim copy of the Chicago memo. 34 Similar docu¬ 
ments were prepared for the United States Information Agency (USIA) 
on July 9, 1954, and the State Department once again on March 8, 
1956. All were accompanied by the warning, “The foregoing infor¬ 
mation is furnished to you as a result of your request for an FBI file 
check and is not to be construed as a clearance or a nonclearance of 
the individual involved. This information is furnished for your use 
and should not be disseminated outside of your agency.” 13 

Fill attention returned to Ogburn again, on October 9,1958, when 
mm of the FBI’s liaisons sent information from the Passport Office 
notifying the Washington field office that Ogburn had been issued a 
passport in June for an August trip to the United Kingdom, Belgium, 
Was) (iormany, France, and Morocco. It was specially noted, “In the 
passport application filed June 12,1958, Mr. Ogburn denied present 
and past membership in the Communist Party.” Scribbled by hand 
at the bottom of the report is the instruction, “Find out why this was 
referred to us.” 38 One negative and six prints of Ogburn’s passport 
photo were also forwarded. 

In late November, a Special Agent from the Washington field of¬ 
fice was sent over to the Passport Office where an unidentifiable 
official from the legal section of the Passport Office “made avail¬ 
able" Ogburn’s passport file. 37 The agent learned that in 1951, the 
office had received information of a “derogatory security nature” 
regarding Ogburn. No doubt this was why the FBI had been flagged 
to receive information concerning his passport application some 
seven years later. Based on this information, SAC, Washington, sent 
a memo, under the heading "Security Matter—C, to his counterpart 
in Chicago requesting, “Inasmuch as subject s passport lile contains 
a notation that the FBI has information of a derogatory security na¬ 
ture, Chicago is requested to furnish WFO with all pertinent intor- 
mation to subject. P.” m 

Chicago forwarded a classified confidential eleven-page report on 
Junuary 90, 1959, once again summarizing the Information in its 
liles, 1 " A synopsis Indicates, "Source in 1044 described WIU.IAM 
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FIELDING OGBURN as broad-minded, but did not believe he was a 
Communist.” The report is primarily a repeat of the information listed 
in the original Chicago memo, with an appendix listing some addi¬ 
tional information on the nature of several of the organizations deter¬ 
mined to be Communist affiliated with which Ogburn was associated 
or which he had sponsored. 40 The only other information not previ¬ 
ously mentioned in earlier reports was that the FBI had in its posses¬ 
sion a document dated February 27,1935, with a notation that Ogburn 
had been the faculty director of a Student Anti-War Conference. 

Upon receiving Chicago’s report, Washington carried out a supple¬ 
mentary investigation of its own. 41 Using a “suitable pretext,” one of 
its agents surreptitiously learned that Ogburn and his wife main¬ 
tained an apartment in Washington, D.C., but that they were resid¬ 
ing in Tallahassee, Florida, while he was teaching at Florida State 
University. He had been serving as a visiting professor and would 
not return until the middle of June. Washington also contacted sev¬ 
eral informants in its area familiar with the activities of CP members 
and organizations and was informed that Ogburn was not known to 
any of them. On February 19, 1959, Washington submitted its final 
report on Ogburn to the Bureau, concluding, “Subject does not meet 
the criteria for inclusion in the Communist Index. It being noted that 
subject has not had any reported activity in any subversive organiza- 
tion since the 1940’s.” 42 The Bureau forwarded the information to 
I lie State Department. One month later, on April 29, 1959, Ogburn 
died in a Tallahassee hospital following an emergency operation. 

Though Ogburn never commented specifically on Hoover and the 
FBI, in a 1948 essay on freedom and organization he recognized that 
American society had become organized to a degree unprecedented 
in history, and posed the question of how its tradition of liberty 
could be reconciled to the ideology of organization. Indicating that 
there were times when this ideal was in jeopardy of being reduced 
to little more than a rhetorical ritual, he noted, “Thus, when our 
orators are speaking eloquently about liberty in connection with Lin¬ 
coln and the Constitution, radicals are dismissed from their jobs, 
not because of anything that they have done but because of what 
others say they think. Some of our talk about freedom is merely a 
devotional to ancient gods.” 43 

Taking advantage of his theory of the schizophrene and abandon¬ 
ing the role of scientist and the mantra of value-free objectivity he 
believed fundamental to it, he argued that the social philosophy 
undergirding our highly organized society should rest on a substruc¬ 
ture of individual rights and liberties and pointed out the peril of 
unbridled organizational authority, (e.g., such as that wielded by 
I louver and the FBI): “For there is serious danger of abuse of organ i> 
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zational authority, as the history of intolerance shows, unless it is 
safeguarded by a system of justice which protects the rights and lib¬ 
erties of individuals.” 44 
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Robert and Helen Lynd: 
From Middletown to Moronia 


Robert Straughton and Helen Merrell Lynd’s classic study of small¬ 
town white America, Middletown, was one of the first sociological 
works to be widely promoted and distributed among the general 
public. 1 Much to the chagrin of John D. Rockefeller’s Institute of 
Social and Religious Research, which had originally commissioned 
the work but refused to publish it upon completion because of its 
“savage attack on religion,” it came out with front page reviews in 
the New York Times and Herald Tribune, and decked the window 
display at Brentanos. In his review, entitled “A City in Moronia,” H. 
L. Mencken characterized it as “one of the richest and most valuable 
documents ever concocted by American sociologists,” but also noted, 
“What it reveals is a man of almost unbelievable stupidities. Well- 
fed, well-dressed, complacent and cocksure, he yet remains almost 
destitute of ideas. The things he admires are mainly mean things, 
and the things he thinks he knows are nearly all untrue.” 2 

Not surprisingly, many local residents were somewhat chaffed by 
the “cold,” “cynical,” and “hickish” portrayal of Muncie, the Indiana, 
community which the study was about. Nonetheless, it was given a 
place of honor, along with the copies of the Bible and the Methodist 
Creed, in the cornerstone of a Methodist Church constructed shortly 
following its publication and remained there even though a local 
editor called for a public campaign to “get that damned book out.” 3 

While Robert Lynd argued that their critical portrayal of Muncie 
reflected nothing more than the efforts of the disinterested investi- 
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gators fulfilling the duties of objective social scientific observation, 
its tone would suggest that it was also influenced by the somewhat 
elite, if not effete, perspective of two native Midwesterners who had 
been transported to the more cosmopolitan and urbane East and 
would choose to live most of their lives on New York City’s Central 
Park West. 4 

Considered one of the most radical sociologists of his time, Robert 
Lynd was born in New Albany, Indiana, about 150 miles south of 
Muncie on the Ohio River, and given a strict Christian moral up¬ 
bringing. He attended Princeton University and, though never happy 
there, received his bachelors in English in 1914. After becoming dis¬ 
enchanted with a budding career as a publisher for Scribner’s and 
Sons following World War I, he decided to go into the ministry and 
entered the Union Theological Seminary in 1920. During the sum¬ 
mer of 1921 he volunteered as a student preacher for an oil camp at 
Elk Basin, Wyoming. Jumping into camp life much as an anthro¬ 
pologist might, he published an account of his experiences as well 
as an expose of the wretched conditions in the western oil camps, 
which called for a series of improvements. The latter caused a furor 
mnong Standard Oil officials, who offered to build a marble Carnegie 
library in Elk Basin if Lynd would withdraw it. When Lynd refused, 
John I). Rockefeller, Jr. published a personal response in which he 
1 1 ied to claim that the conditions at Elk Basin were not typical, but 
agmod with Lynd that “the twelve-hour day and the seven-day week 
should no longer be tolerated.” 5 

I lolen Morrell was born in LaGrange, Illinois, to Congregationalist 
parents who along with their strict Christian beliefs were commit¬ 
ted to embracing all of humanity, regardless of race, sect, or nation¬ 
ality. Self-described as an impetuously lying and guilt-ridden child, 
a rebel from the start who flunked the fifth grade, Merrell went on to 
excel at Wellesley College where she was deeply influenced by 
Hegelian philosopher Mary S. Case'and graduated Phi Beta Kappa 
in 1919. She and Robert met in passing while hiking on New 
Hampshire’s Mt. Washington, and while neither mentioned their 
names, Helen struck up a conversation about Veblen’s Theory of the 
Leisure Class. The next day Robert climbed back to the mountain 
top to get her address from the logbook there. They were married in 
1921 and moved to New York where Helen obtained her M.A. from 
Columbia University. 8 

The confrontation over the Elk Basin articles notwithstanding, the 
Rockefeller Foundation’s Institute of Social and Religious Research 
asked Robert to direct a small city project to study religious life in 
America. 1 1n 1924, the Lynda moved to Muncie, and after overcom¬ 
ing early objections expanded the study beyond the rather narrow 
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religious boundaries initially outlined by the Institute to encompass 
an examination of the impact the terrific social changes of burgeon¬ 
ing capitalism and its attendant industrialization were having on all 
aspects of the daily life of the community. Muncie was chosen for its 
“middle-of-the-road” quality and homogenous population, includ¬ 
ing an unusually small foreign-born and Negro population for an 
industrial city. 8 What made Middletown such a pioneering and in¬ 
fluential work in community studies was the breadth of its analysis 
and the use of an anthropological methodology that till then had 
been reserved for the study of so-called “primitive” cultures. In 1935, 
the Lynds returned to Muncie for a follow-up on their original study, 
this time to investigate the impact of the depression and the 
community’s response to it. 9 Together, the two studies represent a 
chronicle of the life and times of an American community unprec¬ 
edented in American sociology. 

Following Middletown, the Lynds found themselves in the unusual 
position of having completed one of the seminal studies of their 
discipline at the beginning of their careers, even before either had 
received their Ph.D. Robert received his Ph.D. from Columbia in 1931, 
the same year he was given a position there. His dissertation con¬ 
sisted of six chapters of Middletown, but only after he and Helen 
went through the “fake process” of putting a blue pencil through 
every line she had written. 10 

After the Middletown studies, Robert Lynd only produced one 
other major work, Knowledge for What? The Place of Social Science 
in American Culture, a critical appraisal of the contemporary state 
of the social sciences in which Lynd called for social scientists to 
become critics of the status quo, not its high priests. 11 He argued that 
it is the role of social science to be troublesome, and noted that “no 
culture can be realistically and effectively analyzed by those who 
elect to leave its central idols untouched.” 12 Like Du Bois, Lynd fore¬ 
shadowed the critique Mills would offer a generation later of the 
rise of abstracted empiricism and grand theory, although Lynd’s analy¬ 
sis reflected an elitist, centralizing, and controlling tendency with 
which in all probability Mills would not have been comfortable. 

Lynd himself was deeply concerned with America’s growing “pe¬ 
cuniary culture” and, as a pioneer in both consumer research and 
advocacy, helped to establish the Consumers National Federation . 13 
I lowever, as a radical without a party or a movement, he was politi¬ 
cally homeless . 14 Following World War II, his increasingly academic 
embittormont and intellectual pessimism with the scientistic direc¬ 
tion sociology was taking brought on a depression which kept him 
lioni completing the major treatise on power in America which he 
had hoped to write. Lvenluully, he did publish an outline) ol his 
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observations in the course of a critical review of Mills’s The Power 
Elite. 15 

Though Helen Lynd was much less recognized than her husband 
for her contributions to Middletown and her work beyond it, one 
might argue that it was she who went on to be the more productive 
of the two. After Middletown, she was offered a position at the newly 
established Sarah Lawrence College and had a formative influence 
on its innovative development and open curriculum. However, Co¬ 
lumbia did not afford Helen the same opportunity as Robert to use 
her part of Middletown as her dissertation. As a result, she only re¬ 
ceived her Ph.D., in history, relatively late in her career for her the¬ 
sis on England in the Eighteen-eighties: Toward a Social Basis for 
Freedom, a sweeping social historical case study of personality and 
social structure and the interaction of ideas, material changes, and 
social movements. With an intellectual breadth that extended con¬ 
siderably beyond the limits of sociology and cut across philosophy 
and psychology, she also produced a still insufficiently appreciated 
work, On Shame and the Search for Identity, an unusually modern 
treatment of the relationship between personality and society in 
whit li she critiques Freud and Parsons for neglecting the role of 
social values in shaping the self. 16 

Robert Lynd came under formal scrutiny by the FBI as the result 
his application to become a consultant for the Office of Emergency 
Management. On February 21,1942, following a Special Inquiry from 
the office, Hoover sent a letter instructing the New York office to 
lead an investigation of him. 17 The Washington and Newark field 
offices wore instructed to assist and a memo setting out information 
already contained in Bureau files was included, indicating, “The 
derogatory information contained therein, should be included in the 
applicant report submitted by the New York Office.” 

Newark was charged with investigating Lynd’s activities during 
bis undergraduate years at Princeton. 18 Scholastic records obtained 
there showed that prior to entering the university he had been a 
Imlow-average student, but once in college went on to graduate with 
honors in English. One of his former English professors, Charles W. 
Kennedy, indicated that Lynd “appeared to be a very intelligent young 
man and was above the average student in his class,” and observed 
that he was very sincere in his work and had made the most of his 
college opportunities. A chock with the alumni secretary’s office 
turned up records which showed that when once asked by the stu¬ 
dent paper to comment on his experiences at Princeton. Lynd had 
replied that he was surprised Princeton did not admit Negroes and 
suggested that its students were "snobbish to a certain degree in 
comparison with other schools." 1 " 
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Washington was requested to examine the Dies Committee records 
for any references to Lynd. 20 Over thirty listings were discovered, 
chronicling activities from 1937 to 1940, including membership in 
such organizations as the American Committee for Democratic Free¬ 
dom and the American Council on Public Affairs. He had also signed 
numerous petitions and sponsored activities of organizations such 
as the American Civil Liberties Union, the American Committee to 
Protect the Foreign Born, and the Consumers Union. The informa¬ 
tion was forwarded to New York for inclusion in its final report. 

On June 26,1942, New York submitted its report, a virtual biogra¬ 
phy in itself, providing a detailed account of Lynd’s education, em¬ 
ployment and salary history, character, and suspect or derogatory 
activities. An interview with an unidentifiable person in the 
registrar’s office at the Union Theological Seminary determined that 
while there Lynd was an excellent student, always considered to be 
“worthwhile, open-minded, keenly intelligent, fearless but tactful, 
and forceful without being opinionated.” 21 The FBI also learned that 
between 1920 and 1921 Lynd had attended courses at the New School 
for Social Research, studying current economic theory and the ob¬ 
jective study of social relations. He also spent several semesters at 
Columbia, both before and after Middletown, taking sociology courses 
for his doctorate degree. 

A friend and colleague who had first met Lynd at Union Theologi¬ 
cal and known him for over twenty years indicated that Lynd was an 
"individual of very tender conscience,” whose disillusionment with 
the terrible consequences of World War I had caused him to enter 
the ministry. 22 However, Lynd left the ministry with the thought that 
ho could better serve his fellow men in a teaching position. Another 
long-time friend indicated that Lynd was very liberal in his views 
hut was not a “radical or red,” and declared, "He is a strong de¬ 
fender of freedom of speech and will not tolerate any restraint of 
this democratic freedom. This love for freedom and his defense of 
other individuals, . . . often has given LYND the above mentioned 
reputation of being Communistically inclined, and as a result of this 
he has signed petitions protesting against all curtailments of life and 
liberty.”* 3 

The FBI also contacted an associate with whom Lynd had worked 
at the Social Science Research Council, first as secretary and then 
executive director, where he was employed from 1927 until he left 
Intake his position at Columbia. In the associate’s estimation, Lynd 
was the "best man on the earth” who wanted the whole world to be 
refonnod. I le suggested that as a result "I.YND is impractical in his 
views because he sees tilings in too big a light." He went on to say 
that l.ynil was "always striving lor the eradication of poverty and 
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disease from the United States, although in his estimation he de¬ 
sires them to be abolished along democratic lines.” 24 He also noted 
that Helen Lynd was just like her husband, but more tough-headed 
in her ideas. 

Several of Lynd’s early employers—Publishers Weekly, Scribner’s, 
B. W. Huebsch Publishing Company, and the Commonwealth Fund— 
were also contacted. And though it was noted that while at Scribner’s 
he was often impatient with its “passe” methods and that many of 
the older businessmen at Scribner’s considered him to be a “leftist” 
because of his rather radical views on things, all his former employ¬ 
ers gave him high praise and recommended him for any position in 
the government for which he might apply. 

At Columbia, a member of the department of sociology who claimed 
that Lynd was invited to become a member of the faculty on his 
recommendation characterized Lynd as a very forceful and extraor¬ 
dinary person with a forthright manner who never soft-pedaled any¬ 
thing and always told people exactly what he thought. He further 
characterized Lynd as “a veritable whale of work” who felt it almost 
immoral to take a day off and who was less interested in theory than 
practice. And while Lynd possessed a sympathy for downtrodden 
people, he knew of no un-American connections which Lynd might 
have witli fascistic or communistic groups. 

New York also obtained information from several confidential in¬ 
formants, two of which were also from Columbia University. Confi¬ 
dential informant T-l indicated that he doubted Lynd’s judgement, 
since "in his desire for social reform LYND seems to strive for im¬ 
possible ideals and situations.” T-2 noted that Lynd saw many good 
things in Soviet Russia and that Lynd had signed an enormous 
amount of petitions of so-called “front” organizations and other 
groups defending various freedoms, but was no longer signing them 
as promiscuously as he once had. T-2 also noted that on occasion 
Lynd’s “desire for perfectness might lead him at times to annoy a 
fellow colleague.” 25 

Confidential source T-3, the morgue of the New York Times, indi¬ 
cated that in October 1937 Lynd had signed an open letter from the 
American Friends to Aid Spanish Democracy charging that a pasto¬ 
ral letter from the Catholic hierarchy had shown “open hostilities 
toward the principle of popular government, freedom of worship, 
and the cooperation of Church and State, and attempted to justify a 
military rebellion against a legally elected government.” 2 " From T-3 
it was also learned that in December 1939 Lynd had denounced a 
report published by an investigator for the Dies ConimItteo in which 
some i:onsumer groups were described as "Communist transmission 
belts." That same month lie had also signed a lellei to the Faculty 
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Committee on Student Affairs at City College of New York request¬ 
ing that Earl Browder, then Secretary of the Communist Party, be 
permitted to speak at the College Civil Liberties Forum. The faculty 
committee denied the request. 

Confidential source T-4 was the memorandum which had been 
sent with the original charge outlining the information contained in 
Bureau files. As requested in the original memo, under T-4 New York 
listed the derogatory activities identified from Bureau files. In Feb¬ 
ruary 1937, Lynd had signed an open letter recruiting members for 
the American Committee for the Defense of Leon Trotsky. In March 
1938, he was the signer of a letter to Borough President Stanley M. 
Isaac, complimenting him for standing by his appointment of S. W. 
Gerson, formerly a Daily Worker reporter, to his staff and endorsing 
his action for refusing to dismiss Gerson from public service simply 
because of his membership in a political party. In 1940, Lynd was 
reported to be one of sixty-two signers of a pamphlet, “In Defense of 
the Bill of Rights,” protesting the efforts being made by the U.S. gov¬ 
ernment to silence and suppress the Communist Party. Lynd was 
also listed as a sponsor for a meeting of the American Committee for 
Friendship with the Soviet Union, as a member of the Board of the 
American Committee for Democracy and Intellectual Freedom, and 
as a sponsor of the National Committee for Academic Freedom. De¬ 
rogatory information from T-4 concluded with the note that a reli¬ 
able confidential source who was well acquainted with Lynd, 
"considers him as being ‘Leftist’ in his views, and would definitely 
label him as a fellow traveler.” 27 

From confidential source T-5, the files of the New York Field Divi¬ 
sion, it was learned that Lynd was listed as a member of the board of 
directors of the Institute of Propaganda Analysis, the money for which 
was provided by Good Will Industries. T-5 characterized some of 
Ibo officials of the Institute as having “Leftist tendencies.” Robert 
and Ilelen Lynd were also both listed as having signed a petition to 
President Roosevelt under the letterhead of the American Commit¬ 
tee for the Protection of the Foreign Born, protesting the Hobbs Con- 
i nut rat ion Camp Bill and the denying of jobs to Americans of foreign 
birth. Robert was also listed as a member of the American-Russian 
Institute for Cultural Relations with the Soviet Union, which, origi¬ 
nally organized in 1926, was reported to have worked closely with 
the Soviet Union Society for Cultural Relations with Foreign Coun¬ 
tries, located in Moscow. His name bad also been found in the New 
York office of the National Federation of Constitutional Liberties. 

Confidential informants T-6 and T-7 are listed as residing in the 
Maine building as the l.ynds at 75 Central Park West. T-6 suggested 
lb,it among the other residents ol the building the Lynd lumily had 
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the reputation of being “reds and Communists.” However, she had 
never heard either make any un-American statements but did report 
that during a strike by the building’s elevator operators both had re¬ 
fused to use the elevator while it was being operated by the manage¬ 
ment, insisting instead on walking up to their apartment. T-7, who had 
known Lynd for about a year, stated that in reaction to his own criti¬ 
cal observations about the Soviet Union, Lynd had responded “what 
an excellent country it was and how the workers and the people 
who lived there were very happy under the Soviets.” 28 

New York concluded its report by noting that the Lynds had no 
record of criminal activity and that their credit record was listed as 
"fair.” Two undeveloped leads noting the Lynds’ Muncie activities 
iiud Robert’s summer experience at Elk Basin were referred to the 
Indianapolis and Denver field offices for further investigation. In¬ 
dianapolis reported that the Lynds had stayed at the Roberts Hotel 
|'(>r part of the time they were in Muncie, and had rented space form 
llm Western Reserve Life Insurance Company for their offices. Sev- 
mul persons contacted, including a member of the local Chamber of 
(iommerce, had nothing but the highest regard for “Bob” Lynd and 
not llio slightest doubt concerning his loyalty. 29 Denver was unable 
In locale any information on Lynd’s Elk Basin activities. 30 

Biisnd on the information collected, New York concluded that Lynd 
was "reputed to be impractical, wishful thinker type, and alleged 
radical."" Unfortunately, at this point the FBI file on Robert Lynd 
mills. Additional information was released by the Department of 
Army's Intelligence Division, General Staff United States of America 
((;si ISA), and the Office of Naval Intelligence. This information had 
liDDii in FBI files, but since it came from another agency it was sent 
to thorn for FOIA processing. In 1950, GSUSA had been investigat¬ 
ing the American Civil Liberties Union, of which Lynd was a com¬ 
mit Ido member, and Naval Intelligence had been investigating the 
American Investors Union, of which he was a sponsor. While GSUSA 
indicated that the ACLU’s “roster of officers, directors and commit- 
ttie members listed on letterheads consists of many who have been 
in revolt against the established order in varying degrees, either 
chronically or sporadically," neither agency presented any new in¬ 
formation concerning Lynd himself. There is likely more informa¬ 
tion in FBI files to be released on Lynd, for example, concerning the 
eventual recommendation made to the Federal Emergency Manage¬ 
ment Agency in response to ils Special Inquiry. And it is hard to 
believe that the FBI collected no further information on Lynd given 
llin nature of bis continuing activities up to and beyond the height 
ol the Cold War and I lie red scare of the McCarthy period, neither of 
which had yet come iitlo lull loroo. 


Robert and Helen Lynd 


77 


With ironic similarity to the academic community which gave her 
lesser recognition than her husband, the FBI also directed less effort 
to investigating Helen Lynd’s activities, even though they would seem 
to have been of a potentially more serious nature. Helen Lynd came 
under scrutiny in 1948, when the Bureau received allegations con¬ 
cerning Communist infiltration and instruction at Sarah Lawrence 
College. 32 The Bureau obtained a copy of the college’s directory and 
reviewed its files for any derogatory information concerning mem¬ 
bers of the faculty. Helen Lynd was listed as having signed a state¬ 
ment in February 1941 urging the defeat of a bill to bar the Communist 
Party on the ballot in New York. That same year she was also listed 
as a member of the board of the American Committee to Save Refu¬ 
gees and a sponsor of the Fifth National Conference of the American 
Committee for the Protection of the Foreign Born. In 1942, she was 
listed as a member of the executive board of the Joint Anti-Fascist 
Refugee Committee, and in 1944, as a sponsor of the Independent 
Citizens Committee of the Arts, Sciences and Professions, which 
was reputed to be a “well-known Communist front group.” 33 

Based on this information, on September 1 , 1948, Director, FBI 
initiated a Security Matter-C investigation and instructed New York 
to conduct “a most discreet” inquiry of Lynd to determine her back¬ 
ground and activities. Authority was granted to use reliable and es¬ 
tablished sources as well as contact an unidentifiable male informant 
from Sarah Lawrence who had previously contacted the FBI and 
indicated his willingness to cooperate with them where his assis¬ 
tance could be of value. It was also noted, “If you feel additional 
contacts are necessary to fully determine whether subject is danger¬ 
ous or potentially dangerous to the security of this country, you 
should first obtain Bureau authority for such contact.” 34 

Now York submitted its report six months later, in late March 
1949. 311 A brief biographical sketch drawn from the volume American 
lb mien for 1937-38 was included, followed by a similar sketch of Rob- 
< it Lynd taken from Twentieth Century Authors. In addition to the ac¬ 
tivities already identified, New York noted that in December 1940 Lynd 
li.id testified at an open hearing held by the Committee for Defense of 
Public Fducation, condemning the Rapp-Coudert investigation into 
i ommunism in the New York City public schools. In February 1942, 
slut had joined a group of 152 staff members of area colleges in peti¬ 
tioning tint U.S. Senate to defeat the Lend-Lease Bill. Lynd was also 
listed, will) her husband, among the sponsors of an ad placed in the 
New York Times on March 3, 1945, by the Veterans of the Abraham 
l.lncoln brigade, entitled “For America’s Sake Break with Franco 
,Spain " In 194(1, she and Robert went listed as sponsors of the Com¬ 
mittee on Film al ion nl the Council for American Soviet Friendship. 
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Gaining access through an employee, New York checked the 
records of the Manhattan Board of Elections and learned that Lynd 
had registered as a Socialist Party voter in 1933. In 1936, she and 
her husband had both registered as voters of the two major parties, 
and from 1944 through 1948 were both registered as members of the 
American Labor Party. An agent was also sent to the New York Pub¬ 
lic Library to check the reference catalog for a listing of the books 
Helen Lynd had written. Several were examined, including England 
in the Eighteen-eighties, in which it was noted that several state¬ 
ments by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels were quoted “but the au¬ 
thor does not appear to have stressed the quoted opinions of MARX 
and ENGELS out of proportion to their proper place in English po¬ 
litical life.” 36 Of the Middletown studies it was noted that the prob¬ 
lems of concentration of wealth and labor-management relations 
were emphasized in both volumes. 

Along with its report, New York sent a request to contact addi¬ 
tional sources in New York and Los Angeles to fully determine 
whether or not Lynd represented a security risk. Permission was 
granted on April 18, though both offices were cautioned to be “very 
circumspect in the handling of these interviews.” 37 Unfortunately, 
at this point in the file five pages have been withheld in their en¬ 
tirety, including the main body of the Los Angeles report, so it is 
impossible to determine the content of these interviews. 

While both Lynds were ardent champions of the freedom of ex¬ 
pression and critical of any attempts to suppress it, Helen was by far 
the more outspoken and public of the two in her advocacy. Thus, 
during the summer of 1949, while she was still under investigation 
by the FBI, she published a strongly worded denunciation of the 
dismissal of several professors by the University of Washington, 
against the recommendations of the Faculty Committee on Tenure, 
on the basis of their political affiliation with the Communist Party. 38 
Lynd suggested that the target of httack was not just Communists but 
anyone who might be liberal in thought or engage in progressive 
social action. She observed, “With the worst that anyone can say 
about the Communist Party, I cannot discover any reading of this 
evidence about what has happened at the University of Washington 
that supports the belief that there can be more dictatorial power over 
teachers in the United States by the Communist Party than by Boards 
of Regents.” 39 Her conclusion was that when Communists were made 
the focus of attack, “the main damage is done, not to Communists, 
but to all independent thought and action." 40 

In 1951, she spoke out once again, this time addressing the grow¬ 
ing climate of repression, warning "the attempt to coniine American 
demoi racy to a single sternotype is disloyal to the whole animus of 
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the American tradition, and that freedom in a democracy is not a 
dispensable luxury to be enjoyed at such times as the society is se¬ 
cure and untroubled, but rather, is itself the basis of security and 
survival .” 41 She also criticized the loyalty program and McCarthy’s 
anti-Communist campaign, arguing, “In the process of this suppres¬ 
sion, we are in danger of ourselves being the agents of destruction of 
freedom by adopting those methods of making thought serve politi¬ 
cal ends which we deplore in Communist countries .” 42 

Given her outspoken positions, Lynd was not surprised when, to¬ 
ward the end of 1951, the local chapter of the American Legion at¬ 
tacked the college and sent a delegation to meet with Harold Taylor, 
president of the college, and Harrison Tweed, chairman of the board 
of trustees, calling for her dismissal. Rather than conceding to their 
demands, the board ignored the charges and instead issued a state¬ 
ment on academic freedom. 43 However, this was not the end of her 
troubles, as two years later, in March 1953, she was summoned to 
testify, along with twelve other faculty from the college, before the 
Jenner Committee, the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee 
charged with investigating subversive influences in the educational 
process. Frightened and insecure at the prospect of testifying at a 
formal hearing, and much to her regret afterward, she chose not to 
challenge the committee by taking the fifth and answered Senator 
Jenner’s question whether or not she had ever been a member of the 
Communist Party. 44 

Lynd’s testimony before the Jenner Committee once again piqued 
the FBI’s interest in her and the Director sent a memo to New York 
indicating that Lynd had testified that she had never been a member 
of the Communist Party or attended any of its meetings, but did ad¬ 
mit past connections with the League of American Writers, the League 
of Women Voters, and the Cultural and Social Conference for World 
Peace. 45 Noting that Lynd was not included on the Security Index, 
New York was instructed that information concerning her testimony 
should not be set out in any investigative report, and was informed 
that a review of the testimony suggested no further investigative ac¬ 
tion. In September of 1955, Lynd’s file was once again reviewed in 
relat ionship to her connection with the Fund for the Republic’s Com- 
mittee on Fear in Education. 4 " The only new information was gar¬ 
nered from the anti-Communist newsletter Counterattack, which 
indicated Lynd was among six college professors who had been barred 
from testifying in support of eight teachers suspended by the New 
York City Board of Education when they refused to state whether or 
not they were members of llm Communist Party. 47 

Helen Lynd’s opposition to government loyalty programs and 
Met larthylsm was neither purely political nor sell serving, hut rooted 
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in her life-long inquiry into the nature of creativity and discovery 
and the social processes and individual circumstances which foster 
them. Toward the end of her life she observed, “I am inclined to 
think that any important creative insight to which voice is given 
encounters enough encrusted custom and authority that it may of¬ 
ten necessitate rebellion, if it is to be more than an idea in somebody s 
head or a portrait in somebody’s studio.” 48 Robert Lynd shared simi¬ 
lar views, though in his case growing out of his interest in the soci¬ 
ology of knowledge and the place and possibility of social science 
in society. He concluded, “Social science cannot perform its func¬ 
tion if the culture constrains it at certain points in ways foreign to 
the spirit of science; and at all points where such constraints limit 
the free use of intelligence to pose problems, to analyze all relevant 
aspects of them, or to draw conclusions, it is necessary for social 
science to work directly to remove the causes of these obstacles.” 49 
I Jnfortunately, many social scientists would choose to cooperate with 
the FBI and various other investigators and investigating commit¬ 
tees, or just quiescently stand by, rather than resist the climate of 
lour and intellectual repression and engage in the kind of coura¬ 
geous and spirited defense of free and critical inquiry of which the 

l.ynds, and especially Helen, were such ardent defenders. 

NOTES 
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Lynd claims that the book was generally well received in Muncie. How¬ 
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Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrell Lynd! Middletown in Transition: A Study 
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account of his summer ministry at Elk Basin. The second, "Done in Oil, 
The Survey: Graphic Number 49 no. 3 (1922), was much more critical and 
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ise of Better Days,” accompanied Lynd’s article. For a more detailed ac¬ 
count of these experiences and their influence on later work, especially 
Middletown, see Straughton Lynd, “Robert S. Lynd: The Elk Basin Experi¬ 
ence,” Journal of the History of Sociology 2 (1979-1980): 14-22. 

6. Veblen probably would have been somewhat amused to hear the story 
that for a while after the Lynds met and married every Wellesley girl car¬ 
ried with her a copy of his book while on trips. For a more detailed ac¬ 
count of Merrell Lynd’s life see Mary Jo Deegan, “Helen Merrell Lynd 
(1896-1982),” in Women in Sociology: A Biography Sourcebook (Westport, 
Conn.: Greenwood, 1991) and her own autobiographical account, Helen 
Merrell Lynd, Possibilities, rev. ed. (Youngstown, Ohio: Inkwell Press, 1983). 
No doubt he would have been less amused to learn about FBI interest in 
his work. Only two pages were released in response to an FOIA request on 
Veblen. They indicate that Veblen’s writings were investigated by the De¬ 
partment of Justice during World War I, while he was working for the Food 
Administration, on complaints that he was pro-German. At issue was the 
character of his book, The Nature of Peace. During the war Veblen was also 
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E. Franklin Frazier: 
Enfant Terrible 


E. Franklin Frazier, the grandson of a self-emancipated slave, his 
mother an ex-slave, spent his entire lifetime struggling to emancipate 
himself and sociology from the obstacles, indignities, and injustices of 
t lie system of apartheid which continued to enslave American soci¬ 
ety and all its institutions during his lifetime. An outspoken critic 
of the racist doctrines which, cloaked in pseudoscientific guise, per¬ 
meated early American sociology, after a long and prolific career he 
became the first African American to be elected president of the 
American Sociological Association. Frazier liked to describe him¬ 
self as an enfant terrible committed to “destroy the illusions which 
keep colored people in bondage.” 1 Even after his death, Frazier has 
remained a center of controversy, labeled by some as a sociological 
“Uncle Tom” for his supposed posthumous underwriting of the 
Moynihan report, and celebrated by others as one of America’s most 
prominent “Black sociologists,” even though he would have vigor¬ 
ously opposed this moniker, having argued that “such recognition is 
as much the product of the racist mentality as the Negro restrooms 
in the Montgomery airport are.” 2 

In 1894, the year Frazier was born in Baltimore, Maryland, 135 
Blacks were lynched in the South. He developed an early awareness 
of these injustices through his father, a self-educated bank messen¬ 
ger and “race man” who kept a scrapbook of newspaper clippings of 
the achievements and abuses of Negroes. A brilliant student from 
the beginning, as he walked past Johns Hopkins University on his 
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way to grammar school the younger Frazier would spit on its build¬ 
ings, knowing that because of his color he would not be admitted to 
study within the segregated confines inside its gates. He was the top 
student in his grammar school class and in 1912 was awarded his 
high school’s only scholarship to Howard University. 3 

At Howard, Frazier found himself under the shadow of a white 
board of trustees and a president who expected a docile conformity 
from its students. Courses on Afro-American history were prohib¬ 
ited. Nonetheless, he continued to be an excellent student, nick¬ 
named “Plato” by his peers, and, as he recounted in his later years, 
"When my curiosity to learn everything was at fever heat, my course 
of study embraced a wide range of courses, including mathematics 
and physical science, literature, Latin, Greek, French, German as 
well as the social sciences with the exception of sociology because I 
hoard it was not presented in a serious fashion.” 4 During his four 
years at Howard, Frazier became politically active and participated 
in the Political Science Club and the Intercollegiate Socialist Soci¬ 
ety. He graduated cum laude in 1916. 

After I loward, Frazier spent a year teaching math at the well-known 
Tuskegoe Institute, but could not abide by the ethic of industrial 
education and political accommodation of its founder, Booker T. 
Washington, who once stated, “If education does not make the Ne¬ 
gro humble, simple, and of service to the community, then it will 
nut be encouraged.” 5 No doubt his frustrations were only exacer¬ 
bated when he was forbidden by the director of the academic de¬ 
partment to walk across the campus with books under his arm 
because "white people passed through the campus and would get 
the impression that Tuskegee Institute was training the Negro’s in¬ 
tellect rather than his heart.” 6 

Frazier spent the next two years teaching at Southern high schools, 
then did a brief stint doing “colored work” at the segregated Camp 
Humphreys in Virginia after unsuccessfully trying to avoid being 
drafted to serve in a war which he felt “was essentially a conflict 
between imperialistic powers and in view of the treatment of the 
Negro in the United States, the avowed aim, to make the world safe 
for democracy, represented hypocrisy on the part of America.” 7 He 
refused to join other prominent African Americans, such as W.E.B. 
Du Bois, in supporting the war and in 1918 wrote and published at 
his own expense a small antiwar pamphlet entitled God and War." 

In 1919, Frazier entered Clark University to do graduate work in 
sociology, studying under two of the leading advocates of scientific 
racism, Frank Hankins and G. Stanley Hall. Nonetheless, and per¬ 
haps in reaction to Hankins and 11 all, lie continued his political iu- 
lerests and wrote Ids thesis on "Now Cur rents of Thought among the 
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Colored People of America,” with particular sympathy for a newly 
emerging Afro-American radicalism and a voice that foreshadowed 
the tone of Black nationalism which would be heard several decades 
later. 

After a year as a research fellow with the New York School of 
Social Work studying the city’s Negro longshoreman, he spent a year 
at the University of Copenhagen as a Fellow of the American Scan¬ 
dinavian Foundation. 9 Frazier was the Foundation’s first Negro fel¬ 
low, but was only chosen after an all-night debate by the election 
committee, and his name and photograph were excluded from its 
announcement of awardees for 1921-1922. 10 

Upon his return from Denmark, Frazier married Maria Ellen Brown, 
the daughter of a distinguished Baptist leader, and took a position as 
an instructor of sociology at Morehouse College. He was also ap¬ 
pointed Director of the fledgling Atlanta School of Social Work, and 
during the next five years built the school from the ground up, serv¬ 
ing as administrator, recruiter, and fundraiser, as well as raising ad¬ 
missions standards, teaching courses, and systematizing the 
curriculum. However, his uncompromising refusal to conform to the 
demeaning expectations of Southern “race etiquette” and his out¬ 
spoken opposition to segregation and support of the civil rights 
movement led the very board of trustees he had helped to establish 
to ask for his resignation. Frazier refused and in March 1927, the 
hoard fired him. 11 A few months later, when preparing to move to 
Chicago at the invitation of Robert Park, an article that Frazier had 
written several years earlier suggesting that Southern white racist 
behavior exhibited the same characteristic as insanity was finally 
published. He received several death threats and was forced to flee 
Atlanta, with a .45 caliber pistol in his belt. 12 

At Chicago, Frazier, already a seasoned scholar, encountered a 
much different atmosphere than he had at Howard, Clark, and in 
Atlanta. Park ignored letters from Atlanta suggesting he was a “bad 
nigger" and invited him to Chicago to carry out a study on the Negro 
family. For his dissertation, Frazier used Burgess’s concentric theory 
model to study the gradient patterns of social life among the Negro 
community in Chicago. 13 In 1929, Frazier took a position at Fisk 
I ini varsity in the department of social science, under the leadership 
ol (Diaries Johnson. As a Research Professor of Sociology at Fisk, he 
cnntimmd the research he had begun on the Negro family in Chicago 
mill eventually, in 1952, published his findings in the classic Negro 
I 'limily in tlw ltailed States. Characterized by Burgess as the most im¬ 
portant contribution to the literature on the family since Tlw Polish 
PeilNant, the book also represented a "severe indictment of the Ameri¬ 
can civilization lor what it had done to Negroes in this country." 14 
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In 1934, Frazier was invited back to Howard, as chair of the soci¬ 
ology department, where he joined the most distinguished group of 
black scholars ever assembled on one campus. 15 Even though he had 
a strong dislike for administrative and managerial duties, Frazier 
reorganized the sociology department and reconstructed its curricu¬ 
lum. A forceful and often abrasive man, he also made a deep impres¬ 
sion on his students. As one student observed, “We do not revere 
Professor Frazier because he was a doddering, outspoken, kindly 
gentleman who led up to learning with a gentle hand. Professor 
Frazier was an irascible man, and a brilliant and demanding teacher. 
He growled and roared. . . . But the heart of the attraction was his 
respect and profound understanding of what a teacher was and could 
be. It simply came down to this: he valued the student.” 16 

Like Du Bois, it was Frazier’s conviction that the scientific inves- 
tigation of African-American life and the critique of the social eco¬ 
nomic organization of American life were the proper domain of the 
social sciences. He also felt such investigations could offer an insti¬ 
tutional identity for Negro universities. And while he failed in his 
(Imam to establish such a center of research at Howard, he was able 
to pursue such an agenda through his own scholarship. In 1949, he 
published The Negro in the United States, his monumental and com¬ 
prehensive treatment of black-white relations, for which he received 
tlm John Anisfield Award given in recognition of the most signifi¬ 
cant book on the subject of race relations published each year. The 
hook was reviewed as “more up-to-date and factual than American 
Dilemma, far wider in scope than Black Metropolis.”' 7 

In 1951, Frazier took a leave from Howard to travel to Paris where 
he spent the next two years serving as the director of the Division of 
Applied Social Science for the United Nations Educational, Scien¬ 
tific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), overseeing research on 
interactions between people of different racial and cultural back¬ 
grounds. 1 " While there, he also spent considerable time in the Paris 
cafes, writing what would become his most controversial work, Black 
Bourgeoisie, in which he repeated hopes from earlier work that the 
Black middle class, through its economic gains, would raise up the 
entire community. But he also expressed his fear that economic in¬ 
terests would divide the Afro-American community along class lines. 
I le criticized the preoccupation with conspicuous consumption and 
tlm fixation on an imitation of white values shared by much of the 
Black middle class, but also noted that its failure to provide leader¬ 
ship for the Black masses was largely due to its precarious class 
position as a result of its social isolation caused by racism and white 
oppression. The book stirred up considerable controversy, especially 
within the Black community, some members ol which lull I'rn/.ior 
was turning on his own. ,u 
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Throughout his life, Frazier not only disregarded the “race eti¬ 
quette” of the South, and sometimes his own community; he also 
ignored the growing “red etiquette” which spread across the coun¬ 
try at large. His stock response to accusations of Communist sympa¬ 
thies was, “I am a Marxist only in so far as every scientist is a 
Darwinian. I make use of economic interpretations without joining 
any party.” 20 Not surprisingly, his unwillingness to succumb to the 
red hysteria and disassociate himself from suspected Communist- 
influenced associates and organizations brought him to the atten¬ 
tion of J. Edgar Hoover and the FBI. In addition, as an outspoken 
African American like Du Bois, he, too, was caught in the early 
crossfire of Hoover's war on Black America. 21 As a result, beginning 
in the early 1940s and continuing to the end of his life, he was sub¬ 
ject to three major security investigations by the FBI. 

On August 25, 1941, Hoover sent a memo to Assistant Attorney 
General Matthew McGuire indicating that the name of E. Franklin 
Frazier appeared on the active indices of several possibly subver¬ 
sive organizations and asking whether any investigation should be 
conducted by the Bureau. 22 Like all faculty at Howard, Frazier was 
considered to be under the authority of the Department of Interior 
and therefore subject to the Public Employees Loyalty Program es¬ 
tablished by the Congress. Given the go-ahead, Hoover instructed 
SAC, Washington to conduct an Internal Security investigation of 
Frazier. 23 

Washington submitted its report in February 1942, documenting 
both Frazier’s Communist front affiliations as well as his activities 
in support of racial equality for Black Americans. 24 A confidential 
source reported that on May 1 , 1937, Frazier had attended a rally 
organized by the Communist Party of the District of Columbia and 
spoken on the history of Labor Day and the conditions under which 
Negroes currently lived and worked. Confidential informants re¬ 
ported that Frazier’s name was on a phone list maintained by the 
American Peace Mobilization and that he had sponsored a confer¬ 
ence on civil rights held in April 1940 under the auspices of the 
Washington Committee for Democratic Action. On November 11, 
1041, the Daily Worker had carried an article indicating that thirty- 
live Negro leaders, including Frazier, had written a letter to the Presi¬ 
dent urging the release of Earl Browder, onetime general secretary of 
the (iommunist Party. 28 Frazier was also reported to be interested in 
llie National Negro Congress and on the editorial board of Science 
ami Society, reputed to be under the control of the Communist Party. 
An agent sent to consult the files of the Dies Special Committee on 
I In American Activities determined that lie had also been a member 
ol the Marian Anderson Citizens Committee and a contributor to 
New Masses, 
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Several of Frazier’s associates at Howard were also interviewed. 
The consensus was that Frazier was a “strong racialist” but was not 
a member of the Communist Party. And while one informant stated 
that he believed Frazier to be a “crazy racialist” who would follow any 
movement or organization with a strong racial interest, all his other 
associates indicated that his interest in Communism was only schol¬ 
arly. On February 16, 1942, Frazier himself was interrogated and 
denied membership in the Committee for Democratic Action, Peace 
Mobilization, Negro Congress, or Communist Party. At the conclu¬ 
sion of the interrogation he observed, “I am a social scientist, and I 
don’t belong to any isms. I study human behavior, and that is my 
chief interest in society. That is all I have to say.” 26 

In its report to the Bureau, Washington’s SAC, S. K. McKee, at¬ 
tached a memo with additional information obtained from a highly 
confidential source which said that Frazier’s name appeared on the 
indices of the Capitol City Forum and noted his association with the 
National Socialist Workers, Keep Out of War Committee, and League 
ol Industrial Democracy. 27 It was also noted that he was on the active 
i tnl ices of the United American Spanish Relief Committee and had con- 
ti United two dollars in February of 1939. Hoover forwarded the infor¬ 
mation on Frazier to the Federal Security Agency, which reported 
buck that “inasmuch as we find nothing in these reports showing 
that tlm above employee [sic] has engaged in any activities which 
might properly be characterized subversive or disloyal to our Gov¬ 
ernment, they have been exonerated and we are filing the reports 
without further action.” 28 Hoover then closed the investigation, in¬ 
dicating that no administrative action was to be taken against Frazier. 

However, several months later Frazier once again came to the at¬ 
tention of the FBI, this time under suspicion of espionage following 
his request for twelve blueprint copies of a map of various govern¬ 
ment buildings in Washington, D.C. The employee who made the 
copies became suspicious when he'could not locate Frazier’s name 
in the local telephone book and reported his worries to the Wash¬ 
ington field office. Once Washington identified Frazier it reviewed 
bis files, noting his previous possibly subversive associations, but 
concluded, “In view of the fact that subject’s identity has been deter¬ 
mined and there is no indication of any un-American activity and 
subject’s background is well known in this field division, this case 
is being closed upon the authority of the Special Agent in Charge. ’■' 
Hoover forwarded the information to the Federal Security Agency 
and no further action was taken. 10 

Yet another addition to Frazier's file was made when ). W. Vincent, 
SAC, New York, forwarded copies ol thirty-two talks, including one 
by Frazier, given at the (longress ol American Soviet Friendship held 
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in New York City on November 6 and 7,1944. Frazier delivered his 
talk as part of the Nationalities Panel, stating, “American Negroes 
are so thoroughly assimilated to American ways of thinking and feel¬ 
ing that they have shared most of the American prejudices toward 
Russia. Of course, the more sophisticated among them have seen 
through the propaganda and if they have not accepted the economic 
philosophy of Soviet Russia, they have regarded it with consider¬ 
able sympathy.” 31 He went on to observe, “Despite propaganda about 
the dife economic and moral consequences of a communistic soci¬ 
ety, the Negroes knew that a society that treated all races as equals 
possessed some virtue.” 32 Though Frazier harbored no illusions, he 
did hold hopes for a common humanity: 

The racial ideologies of Nazi Germany have been rejected by the civilized 
world not only because of their absurdity but because of the barbarism 
which they have inspired and I am afraid because they have been used 
against the white races. But the truth of the matter is that all racial ideolo¬ 
gies act as barriers to a universal moral order. A universal moral order can 
be achieved only when the conceptions which members of various nations 
and races have of other nationalities and races include a conception of 
themselves. It is thus that a common humanity is created. 33 

Frazier’s file lay dormant for the next ten years until February 12, 
1953, when SAC, Washington was once again asked to review its 
files on him following a request by Hoover for a name check on the 
employees of Howard University. 34 At approximately the same time 
the Federal Security Agency also requested a name check on Frazier 
in relation to his position with UNESCO, and the two requests were 
carried out in conjunction with one another. Two weeks later, Wash- 
i ngton sent the Director a detailed confidential memo listing its find¬ 
ings. 35 A report filed in 1950 indicated that Frazier had been listed 
as a guest lecturer at the George Washington Carver School in New 
York City, declared by the attorney general as falling under the pur¬ 
view of Executive Order 9835. In 1951, Frazier had been listed as a 
member of the Planning Committee of the National Committee to 
Repeal the McCarran Act and had also signed an open letter urging 
President Truman to send a message to Congress asking for the im¬ 
mediate and outright appeal of the Act. 

Also in 1951, Frazier had joined 200 notables from 33 states in 
( ailing for the withdrawal of the persecution of W.E.B. Du Bois for 
lailuro to register under the Foreign Agents Registration Act. The 
plea was ignored and when the trial was about to open, Frazier once 
again joined in an effort to support l)u Bois, claiming that he had 
never been a "Foreign Agent" and indicating that his prosecution 
was designed to "intimidate into silence other leaders ol our people 






92 


Stalking the Sociological Imagination 


who speak out boldly for full democratic rights for Negro Citizens.” 36 
Frazier’s name had also been placed on a list entitled “Suspected 
Communist Party (D.C.),” which had been submitted to the Wash¬ 
ington Bureau in September 1950. 

In early March 1953, this information was forwarded to the Fed¬ 
eral Security Agency and Assistant Attorney General Warren Olney 
III, and on March 26, SAC, Washington was instructed to open its 
second investigation of Frazier, this time a Full-Field Investigation. 37 
On April 7, Washington responded that Frazier was on leave of ab¬ 
sence from Howard while serving in Paris as the Chief of the Divi¬ 
sion of Applied Science for UNESCO. 38 The Bureau then converted 
I he case to a Loyalty Investigation under the auspices of Executive 
Order 10422 (United Nations Loyalty Order), and in late June charged 
Washington with leading the new and much broader inquiry. 39 Fif¬ 
teen offices across the country, from Atlanta and Boston to St. Louis 
and San Francisco were brought into the investigation, and since 
Fruzior had listed extensive travel in Central America, South America, 
and Europe on his loyalty form, Hoover also contacted the State 
Department’s Office of Security and requested an investigation of 
Frazier's foreign activities. 40 

Through the investigations of its various field offices, the Bureau 
retraced Frazier’s life. Baltimore checked out his childhood years. 41 
An agent sent to Frederick Douglass High School, known as Balti¬ 
more High School when Frazier had attended it forty years earlier, 
was advised that there was no record of any disciplinary action taken 
against him. A former teacher recalled that Frazier had been an above- 
average student who was an independent thinker. When asked to 
clarify what he meant by “independent thinker,” the teacher indi¬ 
cated that he meant that Frazier “did not accept too readily what 
was told him but rather inquired for himself and made up his own 
mind." 42 Baltimore also reported that in 1938 Frazier had attended 
the Eastern Regional Conference of the National Negro Congress, 
which, according to the Senate Special Committee on Un-American 
Activities, constituted the Communist front movement in the United 
States among Negroes. 

The Mobile, Alabama, field office contacted the Tuskegee Insti¬ 
tute and reported that Frazier had a good reputation there and no 
criminal record. 43 The Cleveland office was unable to locate any 
records of his employment with the West Steel Casting Company 
during the summer of 1917, hut did report that in 1948 his name 
had appeared on an ad placed in the Clovoland I’ross by the Civil 
Rights Congress, cited by the attorney general under the purview of 
Executive Order 9835, demanding the defeat ol the Mundt Bill. 44 
Kii hi hoik I was unable to locate any records ol I* razter s employment 
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with St. Paul’s Normal and Industrial School in Lawrenceville, Vir¬ 
ginia, from 1917 to 1918, but did locate a school official who re¬ 
membered Frazier as being “of brilliant mind.” 45 

Boston confirmed Frazier’s M.A. work at Clark University in 
Worcester, but did not find any record of his reported employment 
with a local steel mill. 46 Boston also noted that Frazier had contrib¬ 
uted a couple of articles to Science and Society, including a review 
of the Lynds’ Middletown in Transition, published in the summer of 
1937. In its 1948 report, the California Committee on Un-American 
Activities had joined the Special Committee on Un-American Ac¬ 
tivities in citing Science and Society as a Communist publication 
claiming it to be “Communist initiated and controlled, or so strongly 
influenced as to be in the Stalin Solar System.” 47 

Atlanta investigated Frazier’s period with Morehouse and the At¬ 
lanta School of Social Work. 48 His former associates generally char¬ 
acterized him as a loyal American citizen of excellent character, 
reputation and associates, a strong believer in the fundamental prin¬ 
ciples of democracy, and an outstanding sociologist. Three associ¬ 
ates familiar with the circumstances under which Frazier had left in 
1927 claimed that he had resigned the Directorship after Dr. John Hope, 
then President of the Atlanta School of Social Work, had “objected to 
t he fact that Dr. FRAZIER had shown a lack of sufficient administrative 
ability and was apparently being distracted from his duties as Direc¬ 
tor by outside interests such as speeches and writings.” 49 However, 
only one of the three declined to recommend him for a position of 
trust and confidence, stating that Frazier was too argumentative and 
antagonistic and that “possessed with this personality and disposi¬ 
tion, he might easily be misunderstood and even suspected of pos¬ 
sessing un-American sympathies due to his ill-advised remarks 
concerning political theories.” 50 The informant was unable, when 
asked, to provide more definite facts as to the basis of this judge¬ 
ment. Atlanta informants familiar with the activities of the Commu¬ 
nist Party in Georgia advised they were not acquainted with Frazier. 

Chicago agents confirmed Frazier’s education and employment as 
.i research assistant at the University of Chicago from 1927 to 1929, 
but found no one still there who had been personally acquainted with 
him. 91 A confidential informant did make available an October 1943 
newsletter of the Chicago Council of the Arts, Sciences, and Profes¬ 
sions, which indicated that Frazier was an officer (Vice-President) of 
llie National Council of Arts, Sciences and Professions, cited as a 
(iommunist front by the Congressional Committee on Un-American 
Activities in l’llit). It was also noted, in the Daily Worker, that in 
February 1945 be bail returned to Chicago as the principal speaker 
a! I )u Sable High Si bool's i elohration of Negro I listory Week. 
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Memphis was unable to locate any records of Frazier at Fisk Uni¬ 
versity, as its personnel records for the period in question were rather 
sketchy. 52 However, a university official remembered him and con¬ 
sidered him to be “one of the outstanding sociologists in the U.S. or 
in the world,” and entirely loyal to the United States. 53 A female 
member of the department of sociology and close associate of Frazier s 
noted that “probably many people would be irritated by FRAZIER in¬ 
asmuch as he is completely frank and outspoken in his attitude and 
completely honest in all opinions which he offers.” 54 However, she 
believed he was anti-Communist and would only defend the rights 
of the Communist Party in order to preserve the American demo¬ 
cratic ideals of free speech. A lifelong friend of Frazier’s concurred 
in this assessment, adding that Frazier’s in-laws, with whom he iden¬ 
tified, were known to be very conservative and anti-Communist. 

New Orleans reported on Frazier’s membership on the Board of 
the Southern Conference Educational Fund, which he had listed on 
bis loyalty form. 55 Informants familiar with the Fund advised that it 
was originally an adjunct of the Southern Conference for Human 
Welfare before the latter’s demise in 1948. Political differences and 
negative publicity from the House Committee on Un-American Ac¬ 
tivities had resulted in its dissolution, but the Fund had continued 
on ns a separate and independent organization, devoted primarily to 
nice relations and campaigning against discrimination and segrega¬ 
tion in education. 

Since Frazier had taught at the University of Southern California 
during the summer of 1948, Los Angeles was also brought into the 
investigation. 56 Its agents determined that he had taught an intercul- 
tural workshop for the education department. The 1948 Report ol 
the California Committee on Un-American Activities was also 
checked and showed Frazier to have been affiliated with, or given 
support to, the American Youth Congress, cited under Executive 
Order 10450. 57 However, local informants familiar with CP activi¬ 
ties in the area had no information concerning him. Even the San 
)uan office was brought in as Frazier had spent a few weeks, while 
on sabbatical in 1949, at the University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras, 
collecting material on race relations in the Caribbean. A brief ac¬ 
quaintance there reported that Frazier was a liberal thinker as re¬ 
gards race relations, but not the type of person who would embrace 
Communism.’’ 11 ® 

As the Bureau deadline for completing the investigation drew near, 
Hoover sent Airtels to New York and Washington urging them to 
submit their reports immediately or report the reason lor delay. He 
also reminded the State Department's Office of Security of the in¬ 
vestigation and requested its report "at your earliest convenience, 
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New York submitted its report indicating that, in addition to attend¬ 
ing Columbia University’s New York School of Social Work, Frazier 
had been employed there from 1943 to 1951 as a visiting lecturer 
during the winter and summer quarters. He had also served as a 
visiting professor of sociology at New York University during the 
summers of 1944 through 1951. While all of his associates contacted 
considered him to be loyal, New York’s informants advised that 
Frazier had been a member of various Communist front groups, in¬ 
cluding the Committee for a Democratic Far Eastern Policy, the Na¬ 
tional Council of American-Soviet Friendship, and the Council on 
African Affairs, all designated under Executive Order 10450. 

New York also reported that an article in the Daily Worker indi¬ 
cated that in 1945 Frazier had signed a statement commending the 
War Department’s stand on the question of rendering Communists 
and Communist sympathizers eligible for Army commissions. An¬ 
other article said that in 1947 he had joined 100 prominent citizens 
in a letter which opposed all legislation that would curtail the civil 
rights of Communists and called upon Congress to defeat punitive 
measures being directed against the Communist Party. New York 
also obtained a copy of a petition, signed by Frazier, which had been 
presented on May 17, 1950, to the General Assembly of the United 
Nations and the Commission on Human Rights. The petition sug¬ 
gested that the House Committee on Un-American Activities, aided 
and abetted by the Executive Branch and the courts, had engaged in 
an attempt to repress the rights of individuals to freedom of speech 
and association. 60 

Finally, old records maintained by the New York City Police De¬ 
partment showed that Frazier had been arrested on May 6, 1921, in 
front of the Capitol Theater, at 51st and Broadway, and charged with 
disorderly conduct for picketing the showing of the anti-Negro film, 
Birth of a Nation. He received a suspended sentence which was later 
overturned by the Appellate Court of the State of New York. Bureau 
files also noted that almost twenty years later, in 1939, Herbert 
Blumer, whom Frazier had cited as a reference in his loyalty form, 
had joined Ernest Burgess and H. F. Gosnell in testifying in support 
of a request by the NAACP that a Chicago showing of the movie be 
discontinued.® 1 

Washington did not submit its report until September 2, 1953. 62 
(hire again, Frazier’s associates and coworkers described him as an 
outstanding spokesman with an excellent professional reputation 
and of unquestioned character who was undoubtedly loyal. How¬ 
ever, the IJirector of Administration of the Library of Congress dur¬ 
ing the time Frazier was a rosean li fellow in 1943 and 1944, indicated 
that he was "not one ol the most charming representatives of his 
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race or of humanity in general,” explaining that Frazier was “antipa¬ 
thetic and extremely blunt.” 63 On the other hand, a former colleague 
from Fisk characterized him as one of the most brilliant scholars in 
America, outspoken and courageous. Neighbors offered similar char¬ 
acterizations. A check of metropolitan police records indicated that 
between 1937 and 1951 Frazier had been cited for ten minor traffic 
violations, forfeiting bonds from three to ten dollars. 

Files from another government agency, perhaps G-2, indicated 
Frazier had introduced well-known singer Paul Robeson at a Negro 
Freedom Rally held in Turner’s Arena on October 13,1949. Robeson 
later described Frazier as “a fearless and independent thinker.” 
Robeson was said to be a long-time member of the Communist Party 
and reported to be engaged in secret international work in connec¬ 
tion with his concert tours. Information gleaned from the Daily 
Worker indicated that in late 1950 Frazier was active in supporting 
l J.S. recognition of China and its admittance to the United Nations, 
iind that in March 1951 he had joined ninety faculty from the Uni¬ 
versity of Chicago in urging President Truman to recognize the 
People's Republic. 

An updated review of the files of the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities reflected that Frazier was among the signers of 
the Stockholm World Appeal to outlaw atomic weapons. HUAC files 
also indicated that he was a sponsor of a National Conference for a 
"(lease Fire” in Korea. On September 14, Washington submitted an 
addendum to its initial report, forwarding the results of a final inter¬ 
view with an acquaintance of Frazier’s who reported that he was a 
"whole-hearted patriotic American,” who did not “belong to the left- 
wing crowd.” 64 

I louver bundled copies of all the fifteen reports the Bureau had 
received from its field offices together and forwarded them to the 
assistant attorney general and the Investigations Division of the U.S. 
Civil Service Commission as required under 10450. 65 In the mean¬ 
time, the Bureau was informed by UNESCO headquarters that Frazier 
had returned to the United States in early September and was no 
longer employed by the organization. 68 As a result, on September 
30, 1953, Hoover closed the investigation and notified the State 
Department’s Office of Security that its foreign investigation, yet to 
be completed, could bo discontinued. 87 He then asked SAC, Wash¬ 
ington, to ascertain from confidential sources whether Frazier was 
still employed at I Inward, who duly did so by making a pretext tele¬ 
phone call to Frazier’s secretary. 8 " 

While the Bureau luul discontinued its investigation of Frazier, he 
was not to lie loll alone. In February 1954, the Jenner Committee 
requested a name check on Frazier. A seven page memo outlining 
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all the instances of reported Communist front affiliation or subver¬ 
sive activity collected in his files since 1941 was prepared and for¬ 
warded to the Committee. 69 

Frazier’s file lay dormant for the next several years until May 1961, 
after Alfred Metraux, chief of UNESCO’s Division of Social Sciences, 
had approached Frazier to direct a study in the United States and 
South Africa on industrialization and race relations. The Civil Ser¬ 
vice Commission contacted the FBI and requested that its earlier in¬ 
vestigation be completed and results be made available to the 
International Organizations Employees Loyalty Board. For the third time, 
Frazier was to be the subject of a major security investigation as his 
case was reopened and Hoover asked the State Department’s Office 
of Security to complete its previously discontinued investigation. 70 

Once again the field offices were put on Frazier’s trail and reports 
began to flow in from across the country documenting his activities 
since the last investigation. Honolulu reported that Frazier had been 
in Hawaii for a few weeks in the summer of 1954 to attend a socio¬ 
logical conference on race relations financed by the Ford Founda¬ 
tion . 71 New Orleans reported that in April 1954, Frazier had signed 
an open letter to Senator Jenner protesting the unfairness of his 
Committee’s hearings and condemning his attack on the Southern 
Conference Educational Fund as “an attack upon the Negro Com¬ 
munity of this Nation .” 72 

In 1958, Frazier had signed another open letter, this time to the 
U.S. House of Representatives, protesting HUAC plans to hold hear¬ 
ings in Atlanta. The letter reflected his concern that the red hysteria 
was being used as a smoke-screen to hide efforts to maintain the 
racist segregation in the South and intimidate those individuals and 
organizations from challenging it by painting red all those would 
stand up for equality and justice for blacks: 

We are acutely aware of the fact that there is at the present time a shocking 
amount of un-American activity in our Southern states. To cite only a few 
examples, there are the bombings of the homes, schools, and houses of 
worship of not only Negroes but also of our Jewish citizens; the terror against 
Negroes in Dawson, Ga.; the continued refusal of boards of registrars in 
many Southern communities to allow Negroes to register and vote; and the 
activities of White Citizens Councils encouraging open defiance of the 
United States Supreme Court. 73 

However, Frazier and his colleagues did not believe these were 
the un-American activities that the Committee planned to investi¬ 
gate, saying that they were "alarmed at the prospect of this commit¬ 
tee coming South to follow the lead of Senator Eastland, as well as 
several slate investigating committees, in trying to attach the ‘sub 
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versive’ label to any liberal white Southerner who dares to raise his 
voice in support of our democratic ideals.” 74 

New York reported that in 1954 Frazier had been listed as a spon¬ 
sor of a “Statement for the Defense of Democracy,” mailed out by the 
National Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions, which had 
been cited as a Communist front by both HUAC and the Internal 
Security Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee. 75 The 
statement was a scathing denunciation of the congressional witch¬ 
hunt and McCarthyist fearmongering which was marching across 
the land: 

The spirit of intolerance is abroad in our land. 

(Congressional committees, in the guise of “investigations,” have conducted 
a systematic persecution of people for their political beliefs and associa- 
Iions. The time-honored principle that a person is innocent until proven 
guilty has been discarded in favor of a procedure which imputes guilt and 
imposes punishment without trial. 

Minority opinion is being suppressed by such devices as blacklisting, dis¬ 
missal from employment, even jailing for “conspiracy to teach and advo¬ 
cate" a minority viewpoint on social affairs. 

Hooks are banned because of the political views of their authors. Works of 
art are threatened with destruction. Artists and scientists with minority 
views are prevented from traveling abroad by an arbitrary withholding of 
passports. Ministers are pilloried and smeared for joining in social welfare 
movements. A congressional committee has set itself up as judge of what 
should be the content of a textbook on medical practice. 

Hy no stretch of the imagination can actions such as these be justified as a 
defense of democracy. On the contrary, they constitute an assault on our 
basis freedoms. Unless checked in time they will extend the “black silence 
of fear" to all areas of American life and destroy the democracy we are 
striving to preserve and develop. 76 

To make possible a return to the basic principles of democracy, 
the statement called for the abolition of the attorney general’s list of 
"subversive organizations,” the repeal of the Smith, McCarran, and 
Taft Hartley Acts, the abandonment by Congress of the “inquisitorial 
probing into the beliefs, opinions and political affiliations of indi¬ 
viduals," the reinstatement of teachers dismissed on loyalty grounds, 
tlm cessation of blacklisting, the discontinuance of book banning, 
the abandonment of passport and visa restrictions on the basis of 
political beliefs and associations, and amnesty for those in jail on 
charges of conspiracy to teach and advocate their political views. 

Washington reported that during the course of another investiga¬ 
tion, in August 1954, Frazier had advised Special Agents that he 
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had become a member of the Council of African Affairs in the early 
1940s. During that time he had supported Paul Robeson for head of 
the council as he felt Robeson’s opponent was an opportunist and of 
low moral integrity. Frazier advised the agents that he had a file at his 
office containing materials on the Council and furnished them a num¬ 
ber of items from it. When asked whether he would appear before a 
hearing of the Subversive Activities Control Board, he indicated re¬ 
luctance because of his positions at Howard and UNESCO, and the 
unfavorable publicity that might surround such an appearance. 77 

In November 1961, after receiving a letter that his clearance had 
been delayed due to possible “derogatory information” that had been 
passed on to the loyalty board, an exasperated Frazier wrote Metraux, 
“Why is it necessary to fingerprint an American scholar each time 
that he undertakes some scholarly task for an international organi¬ 
zation.” 78 In response to the possibly derogatory information, the 
International Organizations Employees Loyalty Board sent Frazier 
an eleven-page interrogatory requesting additional detailed and spe¬ 
cific information on his beliefs and affiliations. By then, fed up and 
struggling with cancer, he refused to answer. In March 1962, Metraux, 
unable to wait any longer, assigned the project to the Institute of 
Race Relations in London. Deeply embittered but with his fighting 
spirit still intact, Frazier wrote Metraux a letter denouncing the FBI’s 
harassment: “As soon as I am well enough, I intend to write a letter 
to the Secretary of State and I shall even go further and inform the 
learned societies in the United States about this action on the part of 
the FBI. How can American scholars and intellectuals participate in 
an international organization if they have got to be subjected to a lot 
of foolishness initiated by policemen?” 79 

Frazier never fully recovered and died before he could fulfill his 
intentions. The last item which appears in Frazier’s file is a photo¬ 
copy of an obituary from The Worker, announcing his passing on 
May 30, 1962. and declaring, “The sum total of Dr. Frazier’s profes¬ 
sional life represented significant blows against racism, colonialism 
and human indignities of all kinds; he lived and wrote and taught 
resistance to these abominations. He did all these things effectively, 
lie lived well and left a seemly heritage.” 80 Upon his death, Howard 
I Inivorsity’s student newspaper, The Hilltop, eulogized that Frazier 
had been “a person and a personality," who “had anger for the suf¬ 
ferings, sympathy for the frustrations, and ironic stinging ridicule 
lor the affectations and weaknesses of his people.” 81 

Throe years after his death, Frazier was once more embroiled in 
i ontrovorsy with the release of the infamous Moynihan report. While 
Iho re port documented the consequences of racism on Black family 
1 1 le, in a < lassii i use ol blaming the victim it identified the “tangle of 
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pathology” of the black family as the cause of the “deterioration of 
the fabric of Negro society.” 82 Sloppy scholarship on Moynihan’s 
part, and selective quotations drawn out of context from Frazier’s 
work, led him to be misleadingly characterized as the “father” of the 
report and the pathology model of the Black family. This resulted in 
accusations of racist scholarship which have left an undeserved cloud 
over his reputation as a scholar, social critic, and activist. 83 

Though criticized for underrating the impact of African social 
heritage on the development of the Black family and community, 
Frazier advanced the level of sociological research on race relations, 
turning it from its racist and biological focus to one which considers 
the interaction between social organization and culture as the basis 
of understanding the development of Black America. 84 Throughout 
his life, though continually hounded by self-appointed guardians of 
ideological purity and conformity from both sides of the color line, 
Frazier always saw himself as a champion of humanity whatever its 
color—red, white, or black: “I am not interested in the color of the 
future Americans, although I have some sentiment in regard to the 
i ontinuation of civilization to which men of any color can be heirs.” 85 
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Pitirim A. Sorokin: Sociological 
Prophet in a Priestly Land 


Whether as a revolutionary youth in his Russian homeland, as im¬ 
migrant in the United States, as refuge in exile, or as iconoclastic 
professor of sociology, his scholarly niche, Pitirim Sorokin spent 
most of his life as an itinerant stranger, a critical and marginalized 
outsider. An unresistant critic of conventional wisdom and an out¬ 
spoken advocate of the unpopular or overlooked, it was his “deepest 
conviction that a supreme duty of a scholar is to ‘tell the truth’ as he 
sees it, regardless of any and all consequences .” 1 Imprisoned three times 
hy the Czarist regime for his revolutionary activities, sentenced to 
death by the Bolsheviks for his counterrevolutionary activities, sus¬ 
pected and surveiled by the FBI for alleged Communist sympathies, 
and outcast by the mainstream of American sociology for his critical 
blasphemy, the consequences turned out to be not insignificant. 

Born a Komi peasant in the agricultural wilderness of the Vologda 
Province in northern Russia, Sorokin grew up with his widowed 
father, a talented and nomadic goldsmith, learning his father’s craft 
ol making and repairing icons. At age ten, he and his fourteen-year- 
old brother struck out on their own, fleeing one of their father’s par¬ 
ticularly violent bouts of alcoholic and hallucinatory depression. 
Three years later, while passing through a village which was hold¬ 
ing entrance examinations to its advanced grade school, Sorokin, 
with no formal education (though he was a voracious reader), en- 
teied the competition and won a scholarship. So impressed were 
his touchers that upon his graduation at age fourteen they secured 
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another scholarship for him at the Khrenovo Teachers’ Seminary. At 
Khrenovo he quickly adjusted to the more urban environs, joined 
the Social Revolutionary party, and during the Christmas vacation 
of 1906 was arrested and imprisoned for his anti-Czarist activities. 
Kicked out of Khrenovo because of his imprisonment, he went un¬ 
derground as a revolutionary missionary. Once again he began trav¬ 
eling from town to town, this time organizing at factories and speaking 
at meetings under the pseudonym “Comrade Ivan.” The following 
year he snuck a train to St. Petersburg. After two years of night school 
and a brief period at the Psycho-Neurological Institute, he gained 
entry to the University of St. Petersburg where, upon graduation, he 
was offered a position to prepare for professorship. Since sociology 
was not yet offered as an area of formal study, Sorokin specialized in 
criminal law and penology, a decision influenced by his own arrests 
anti prison experience. 2 

Following the outbreak of the Russian Revolution and fall of the 
C/.ar in 1917, Sorokin was appointed secretary to Alexander 
Kerensky, Prime Minister of the new Provincial Government, and 
became one of the most outspoken critics of the Bolshevik faction. 
After the victory of the Bolsheviks, he was arrested in 1918 for at- 
tempting to foment a counterrevolutionary rebellion in the 
Arkhangelsk province and sentenced to death. Each day his wife 
would come to the prison dressed according to a secret code which 
won Id inform him whether he was to be one of the prisoners chosen 
to be taken from his cell and shot that evening. 3 Only after publish¬ 
ing a letter in Pravda in which he publicly withdrew from all politi¬ 
cal activities and memberships was he pardoned from execution by 
l.enin himself, who was reported to have once commented, “Who is 
that sociologist who always quotes his earlier works more than any¬ 
one else’s?" 4 

Shortly alter his exile from Russia in 1923, Edward Hayes and E. A. 
Ross invited Sorokin to do a series oflectures on the Russian revolu¬ 
tion at the universities of Illinois and Wisconsin. This led to a six-year 
appointment at Minnesota from which he was offered Harvard’s first 
chair in sociology and charged with establishing a new department 
there. This meteoric rise was due in large part to his early work; Social 
Mobility, which conceptualized stratification as pyramidal and helped 
establish mobility as a new field in sociology, and Contemporary 
Sociological Theories, recognized for its remarkable breadth and 
intelligence in presenting an overview of several recent important 
schools in sociology but with the glaring absence of any mention ol 
the then virtually hegemonic (Ihinago school. 

While Sorokin's early works were generally well received and 
heralded as major contribution!! to American sociology, publication 
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of his four-volume magnum opus, Social and Cultural Dynamics, 
between 1937 and 1941 marked the beginning of a long period of 
exile from the mainstream of American sociology. In it Sorokin pre¬ 
sented his theory of social change, outlined his integralist philoso¬ 
phy and methodology, and prophesied the decline of contemporary 
Western sensate society. 5 Dynamics was vigorously criticized by 
mainstream sociologists as theoretically simplistic, statistically na¬ 
ive, unscientific and metaphysical, authoritarian, value-laden, and 
ideationally biased. 6 In part, Sorokin was only reaping what he had 
sown with his brusque manner and self-admitted “bull-headed per¬ 
sonality,” his appearance of arrogance, and the broadsides directed 
at American sociology and sociologists. He was a scathing and often 
merciless critic. A former student remarked, “It was as if, having 
reduced a city to rubble, one must pound the fragments to dust— 
and then sow the site with salt.” 7 Even his friend, the philosopher of 
history Arnold Toynbee, gently critiqued Sorokin: “Woe to the critic 
who ventures to challenge the validity of Sorokin’s tenets. . . . The 
one point in which Sorokin is in fact immoderate is his confidence 
that, within his own self-demarcated limits, he himself is 100 per¬ 
cent right and any opponent is 100 percent wrong.” 8 

In the early 1940s, Sorokin began to argue that sociology, with its 
empirical methodology, was epistemologically inadequate and would 
remain so until it adopted his own integral philosophy and method. 
In his “Declaration of Independence of Social Sciences,” he placed 
American sociology before the “Supreme Court of History” and gave 
it a grade of D, “representing neither complete failure nor satisfac¬ 
tory attainment” for its obsessed ambition to become a copy of the 
natural sciences. In 1956, he expanded and gave a more detailed 
critique in Fads and Foibles in Modern Sociology and Related Sci¬ 
ences, anticipating many of the points Mills would make two years 
later in his classic, The Sociological Imagination . 9 Sorokin castigated 
American sociology for its “testomania,” “quantophrenia,” and its 
many “new Columbuses,” who like amnesiacs mistakenly claimed 
to have made a number of scientific discoveries for the first time in 
the whole history of sociology. 10 

Willi Dynamics and his criticisms of sociology Sorokin began to 
lake on the role of sociological prophet at a time when mainstream 
sociology was firmly entrenched in a more priestly mode, having 
adorned itself with the scientific cloaks of natural scientific objec¬ 
tivity and value neutrality and preached the language of mathemat- 
ii k and empiricism." 1 le completed this transition when, at the end 
of World War II and marginalized in the new department of social 
relations at I larvnrd, he decided, “I would devote all my free time to 
the investigation ol llm means n! preventing the imminent annihila- 
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tion of the human race and of ways out of the deadly crisis.” 12 This 
led to his establishment, with the assistance of the Midwestern phar¬ 
maceutical magnate and philanthropist Eli Lilly, of the Harvard Re¬ 
search Center in Creative Altruism, through which he undertook a 
series of investigations on the power of altruistic love. 13 

Unlike Sorokin’s fellow sociologists, Lilly was intrigued with his 
efforts at social reconstruction and pledged his personal financial 
support even if the board of the Lilly Endowment would not. 14 The 
Lilly board was never as enthusiastic about Sorokin’s work as Eli 
Lilly, and its secretary, G. Harold Duling, became particularly con¬ 
cerned when he learned that Sorokin was mentioned in Counterat¬ 
tack as one of the sponsors of an honor banquet for W.E.B. Du Bois. 15 
I Jpon being informed of this, J. K. Lilly, Jr., Eli’s nephew and one of 
the endowment’s administrators, made a “special inquiry” into the 
matter and received a list of thirteen suspected communist organi¬ 
zations with which Sorokin had been somehow associated. 16 

Sorokin came under investigation by the FBI following a request, 
in |uly 1953, by the Boston office to interview him in connection 
with one of its ongoing Security Matter-C investigations. The re¬ 
quest was denied following a review of Bureau files which revealed 
that Sorokin had been affiliated with Communist front activities and 
had sponsored affairs of such organizations. 17 As a result, the Boston 
office began an inquiry into Sorokin’s activities and background. After 
i eviiiwing its own files, Boston contacted several confidential infor¬ 
mants familiar with the Communist Party in Boston and its efforts to 
infiltrate education in the Boston-Cambridge area. 18 The informants 
indicated that, to their knowledge, “PITIRIM ALEXANDROVITCH 
SOROKIN, Professor of Sociology at Harvard University, has never 
been a Communist Party member and has never been under the dis¬ 
cipline of the Communist Party in the Greater Boston area.” Synop¬ 
ses of several newspaper articles featuring Sorokin further support 
the informant’s reports, including an early one entitled “Sees Soviet as 
Threat to West,” in which he criticized “impotent sentimentalism and 
misdirected idealism in dealing with communism as the worst policy,” 
and recommended that "each attack met by counter attack would 
efficiently answer communist gangsters and benefit the world.’’ ,0 

Nonetheless, at least initially, a much different picture was pre¬ 
sented in the information concerning Sorokin’s alleged Communist 
front associations. The same devotion to the pursuit of peace and 
altruism which had completed his marginalization and made his 
sociological credentials suspect was causing his loyalty to he ques¬ 
tioned and subjecting him to the suspicions of the FBI. In December 
l<M2, Sorokin and bis wife Elena bad been listed as members ol the 
Executive Committee ol Ibe Massachusetts (.nmmillue ol War Re 
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lief. 20 It is noted that according to the Fourth Report on Un-American 
Activities in California, “It should be understood that the Russian 
War Relief is, in every respect, a satellite front of the Communist 
Party and that it is not an organization similar to the American Red 
Cross.” 21 

The Boston report continues with Sorokin’s association with the 
National Council of American-Soviet Friendship. In November 1943, 
a confidential informant had made available one of its flyers adver¬ 
tising a “Salute to Our Russian Ally on her Twenty-Fifth Anniver¬ 
sary, . . . “to express the admiration of our culture for our gallant 
Soviet allies.” Sorokin and his wife were listed as local sponsors. In 
a pamphlet purchased at a Communist Party meeting by a confiden¬ 
tial informant, Sorokin himself was listed as signatory of a proposal 
circulated by the council that “the United States should immedi¬ 
ately cease prosecution of its cold war and arrange immediately for 
a conference with the representatives of the Soviet Union looking 
towards a peaceful settlement of differences.” Another pamphlet, 
purchased by a Boston FBI agent in November 1948, also listed 
Sorokin as a signatory of a council statement indicating that “such a 
venture will win the gratitude of the war weary millions [of Russia] 
and the fullest support of the American people.” 22 

Much of the FBI’s information on Sorokin’s Communist front ac¬ 
tivities was listed in Counterattack, the same source from which the 
Lilly Endowment had acquired its information. 23 On May 1, 1951, 
three months after J. K. Lilly, Jr. had received his information, a con¬ 
fidential informant “of unknown reliability” made available a sum¬ 
mary of those individuals, including Sorokin, who, according to The 
Daily Worker, had endorsed an appeal of the American Committee 
for Yugoslav Relief, a 10450 designee. The informant, who appar¬ 
ently had access to the files of Counterattack, also reported that in 
its fall 1948 issue Sorokin was listed as a member of the editorial 
hoard of The Slavic American, which had been cited by the Guide to 
Subversive Organizations and Publications as the official organ of 
the 10450-designated American Slav Congress. 

Information from Counterattack also identified Sorokin as one of 
tlm sponsors of a “Conference to Defend the Bill of Rights,” to be 
hold |uly 16 and 17, 1949, which was being called by a group of 
distinguished scientists and professionals to discuss the situation of 
civil rights in the United States and the threat to its “traditional 
lihertios ol speoch, press, pulpit and political advocacy.” 24 Sorokin’s 
sponsorship of the conference was confirmed by a Boston confiden¬ 
tial Informant who furnished the FBI a copy of a mimeographed 
letter, put out by the National Council ol the Arts, Sciences and Pro* 
Illusions, which aunouui ml tlm conlereni e to its members and in- 
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eluded a copy of the conference pamphlet where Sorokin’s name 
was printed. The National Council had been identified by the Guide 
as a Communist front. In August 1949, Sorokin had signed a state¬ 
ment opposing passage of the European Arms Aid Bill, the Marshall 
Plan, and U.S. foreign policy in the Far East which had been issued 
by the Massachusetts branch of the council and sent to its Congres¬ 
sional representatives in Washington, D.C. 

According to Counterattack , Sorokin was also among the signers 
of a statement attached to a December 1949 press release from the 
Committee for Peaceful Alternatives to the Atlantic Pact, calling for 
an international agreement to ban the use of atomic weapons. The 
Guide cited the committee as an organization formed to further the 
cause of Communists in the United States. In late March 1950, a 
confidential informant provided additional information on the com¬ 
mittee, making available an announcement which stated that one of 
its objectives was to protest against the production and use of the 
hydrogen bomb while asserting, “War is not inevitable. The need for 
survival dictates the need of peaceful alternatives.” 25 Sorokin was 
one of the signers listed in the announcement. 

Counterattack noted that Sorokin, as reported in The Daily Worker, 
was a sponsor of the National Committee to Repeal the McCarran 
Act, which had grown out of an appeal by more than 1,900 leading 
Americans to President Truman and the Congress to defeat the act in 
fall 1950. Counterattack also indicated that he was listed as a signer 
of a statement against denaturalization sponsored by the American 
Committee for the Protection of Foreign Bom, another 10450 desig¬ 
nee, and as an endorser of the World Peace Appeal and a sponsor of 
the American Peace Crusade (APC). 

The World Peace Appeal was launched by the World Peace Con¬ 
gress during its March 1950 meetings and characterized in the Guide 
to Subversive Organizations and Publications as having received the 
enthusiastic approval of every section of the international Commu¬ 
nist hierarchy as well as the official endorsement of the Supreme 
Soviet of the U.S.S.R. The Guide cited the American Peace Crusade 
as an organization that “the Communists established as a new in¬ 
strument for their ‘peace’ offensive in the United States." The FBI 
obtained a flyer with a statement issued by the Crusade, with Sorokin 
among the signers, calling for a peace pilgrimage to “show that the 
futile sacrifice of American lives in Korea is needless and that this 
country should negotiate peace with China.” 211 He was also identi¬ 
fied having endorsed an APC statement on a resolution offered by 
Senator Lyndon B. Johnson for an armistice in Korea. The Harvard 
Crimson reported that Sorokin had called lor the United Stales to 
move away from its primarily military approach toward one of paci 
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fist nonviolence and stated, “At the present moment in human his¬ 
tory when we have man the killer at large, the paramount need of 
man is the decrease of militarism.” 27 

While Counterattack was a major source of information concern¬ 
ing Sorokin’s Communist front activities, it was not the only one. 
The FBI regularly kept track of local newspapers and learned from 
the Harvard Crimson that Sorokin was one of forty-six faculty mem¬ 
bers to sign a statement attacking the Mundt-Nixon Anti-Red Bill, 
declaring that while the bill was aimed at restricting Communists, “Its 
vague and loose phraseology, however, indicates that it threatens the 
expression of liberal and progressive thought. Its enactment would 
strike a serious blow at our cherished rights of free expression.” 28 

On March 15, 1951, Sorokin had been identified as among those 
individuals who had signed a petition addressed to Governor Tho¬ 
mas Dewey of New York asking that he discontinue the liquidation 
procedures of the International Workers Order, a fraternal insurance 
organization and 10450 designee. Sorokin also joined 200 promi¬ 
nent individuals from throughout the United States in signing an 
amicus curia brief on behalf of the order to be presented before the 
New York State Appellate Court. In June, a confidential informant 
gave to the FBI a letter taken from the New York State Insurance 
Commission in which Sorokin excoriated its actions, stating, “The 
proposed compulsory dissolution of the International Workers Or¬ 
der is the rudest violation of the fundamental right of private prop¬ 
erty of several thousands of policy holders of this organization. Such 
a measure is identical with the Communist annihilation of private 
property. Such an act is not a reinforcement of Democratic order of 
free enterprise, based on private property, but a direct introduction 
of Communist measures in this great Democratic nation.” 29 

The Boston report concludes with reference to a descriptive circu¬ 
lar provided by a confidential informant in April 1953, which indi¬ 
cates that Sorokin was one of the sponsors of the Boston Committee 
of Americans for South African Resistance (BAFSAR). While the 
informant could not provide any additional information on BAFSAR, 
an article taken from the Harvard Crimson contained information 
l hat the organization had been recently formed to aid African men 
and women who were trying to achieve freedom through a campaign 
of nonviolent resistance against South African Jim Crow laws. 

In early April 1954, copies of the report, along with a photo, were 
sent to Bureau headquarters, as well as to the offices in New York 
and Minnesota. When asked to recommend a course of action by 
I lirector, FBI, Boston replied that even though there was no evidence 
that either Sorokin or his wife were members of the Communist Party, 
and despite the Ini I that Sorokin had a reputation at Harvard as he- 
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ing strongly anti-Communist, his support of Communist front ac¬ 
tivities since 1942 should be clarified and recommended an inter¬ 
view. At the same time, since Sorokin had been identified by another 
informant as being able to provide information regarding another 
case at Harvard, Boston also suggested, “If this subject is coopera¬ 
tive, no affirmative steps will be taken during the initial interview 
to direct his activities, but a separate communication will be di¬ 
rected to the Bureau setting forth the results of the interview and 
requesting Bureau authority to recontact the subject as a potential 
security informant.” 30 

At the end of April, Washington approved Boston’s recommenda- 
tion with the caution that since Sorokin was a professor at Harvard 
the interview “must be conducted in a most circumspect manner to 
insure that no embarrassment will result to the Bureau.” 31 Boston 
was further instructed not to ask Sorokin about any of his colleagues 
• luring the interview, but that, “Should Sorokin prove to be coopera¬ 
tive, consideration will be given by the Bureau, based upon your 
rncommendation, for subsequent interviews with him concerning 
his above mentioned colleagues [unidentifiable as their names are 
blacked out).” 32 

Sorokin was interviewed in his office at Harvard on May 25,1954. 
Modi of the report reads like a set of lecture notes and no doubt the 
agents must have felt somewhat like students sitting in one of his 
classes. Sorokin spent as much time presenting his analyses of the 
obstacles to world peace, Western policy, the decline of sensate cul¬ 
ture, and the importance of nonviolent and altruistic responses to 
Russia and China as he did clarifying his relationship with the vari¬ 
ous Communist front organizations listed in his files. 

Alter noting that two of his brothers had been killed by the Bolshe¬ 
viks and making reference to his own imprisonment and condemna¬ 
tion, Sorokin began the interview with typical forthrightness, stating, 
"If the cause is good, I’ll promote it even if its promotion is backed by 
the devil. If the cause is bad, I’ll not aid in its promotion no matter who 
sponsors it.” 33 The same applied to the actions of governments and 
it was for this reason that he could not sanction the use of antidemo¬ 
cratic means in the U.S. fight against totalitarianism. I le further stated 
that in many countries throughout the world there were a consider¬ 
able number of organizations and individuals fighting communism 
wlm. through their efforts, had begun to undermine the constitu¬ 
tional government in these nations. It was his estimation that these 
persons wore more dangerous to the welfare of the world than the 
present Communist regime in the so-called "Iron Curtain" countries. 

Sorokin continued that it was an axiom of sociological theory that 
governmental control increases in wartime, prooi id which could be 
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found in the number of restrictions imposed on the populations of 
the United States and Europe during World War II. Therefore, the 
more we armed the world, the more we helped totalitarianism in 
Russia and all the other countries of a similar nature. By maintain¬ 
ing a warlike attitude, as exhibited by the famous 1946 speeches of 
Truman and Churchill in Fulton, Missouri, and the pursuit of a policy 
of encirclement, the West was placing a terrific ideological weapon 
in the hands of the Soviet government. 

In order to eliminate communism and the Communist Parties of 
the world, Sorokin felt a change of tactics was essential. Such a goal 
could only be achieved through the pursuit of world peace, which 
was also crucial if World War III was to be averted. According to 
Sorokin, “A real approach to peace would be understood by the 
Russian, Chinese and Indian people.” 34 One of the best ways to pur¬ 
sue this was by the establishment of trade with both Russia and the 
nations of the Orient. Anticipating the policies of detente and “con¬ 
structive engagement,” it was his belief that once trade was estab¬ 
lished cultural relations and interconnections between the nations 
of the world would follow. 

Sorokin also noted in passing that in his opinion the Pacific area 
(i.e., China, India, and other nations in the region) would become 
the next center of world civilization once it passed from the West, 
which was currently in ascendancy but also experiencing a degen¬ 
eration of its sensate culture. For this reason it was important that 
the West attempt to win over these nations through constructive 
measures. He concluded this part of the interview by likening him¬ 
self to the mythologic Russian character, Ivan the Fool, who sings 
funeral dirges at weddings and gay songs at funerals, indicating that 
while many persons might oppose his policies and actions, no sin¬ 
cere person could fight his objective of attaining world peace. 

In the second part of the interview Sorokin’s responses to the list¬ 
ing of Communist front activities with which he was associated are 
recorded. He had been invited to support the Boston Chapter of Rus¬ 
sian War Relief by either the governor of Massachusetts or the late 
surgeon, Dr. Frank Lahey. He had attended four meetings and later 
helped out in clothing and food drives. He pointed out that most of 
the individuals he knew in the organization were “Beacon Hill Brah¬ 
mins" (i.e., conservative and loyal Americans), and that there had 
boon nothing in the Chapter’s activities to indicate it had been infil¬ 
trated by the Communist Party. 

Sorokin stated be bad never participated in the activities of the 
National Council of American Soviet Friendship nor could he re¬ 
call whether Im bail given permission for bis name to be placed on a 
list of local sponsors However, be did remember signing the peti- 
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tion concerning a campaign for a peaceful settlement of differences 
between the United States and the U.S.S.R. He had done this delib¬ 
erately and in the hope that others would realize that securing world 
peace was truly essential. He could not recall having dealt with the 
American Committee for Yugoslav Relief nor could he recollect that 
he was ever involved in any editorial capacity with the “Slavic 
American,” though he had submitted an article to it in the late 1940s. 
He said he could not remember the identity of anyone from either 
organization who might have contacted him. 

Sorokin did remember being contacted by telephone some time 
during 1948 and being asked to add his name to a list of Harvard 
faculty opposed to the Mundt-Nixon Bill. He permitted his name to 
be used since he opposed the bill as contrary to the best interests of 
t hi; nation, but was unable to recall the identity of the person mak¬ 
ing the request. However, he professed no knowledge of the Civil 
Rights Congress, its activities, or any of its members. Sorokin stated 
that he never attended meetings of the Massachusetts Council of the 
Ai ls, Sciences and Professions, but did recall that, in 1947, a Harvard 
lm iilty member, whose name he could not recall, had contacted him 
for permission to use his name in connection with the “Conference 
In Defend the Bill of Rights.” Since the Bill of Rights was the foun¬ 
dation of the American constitution, any conference dealing with 
its violation represented a force in attaining world peace and there¬ 
fore he supported it. He also recalled, in 1950, joining thousands of 
loading American scientists, educators, businessmen, and politicians 
in calling on President Truman and Congress to defeat the McCarran 
Immigration and Nationality Act. He opposed the bill because he 
regarded it as undemocratic and a potentially valuable source of pro¬ 
paganda for the Soviet government. He also admitted having given per¬ 
mission to an unknown individual to use his name in connection with 
a statement issued by the American Committee for Protection of the 
Foreign Born against the denaturalization of foreign-born Americans 
found guilty of criminal or subversive practices. It was his belief 
that once granted, citizenship should not be repealed, no matter what 
the reason. He noted that he had been naturalized and that his Ameri¬ 
can citizenship was one of his most prized possessions. 

Sorokin also permitted his name to be used by the Committee for 
Peaceful Alternatives to the Atlantic Pact in connection with a plan 
calling for an international ban of atomic weapons, even though he 
knew nothing of the organization nor whether it was Communist 
inspired or controlled, lie stated that initially he had gladly permit¬ 
ted the use of his name in connection with the activities ol the World 

Peace Appeal, as they reflected Ids own aims. At a later date, upon 
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learning of its Communist affiliations, he no longer allowed his name 
to be used. He also had allowed his name to be used by the Ameri¬ 
can Peace Crusade, declaring, “Any appeal to peace is a good cause.” 35 

Sorokin stated that he was well aware that the International Work¬ 
ers Order had been designated a subversive organization by the U.S. 
attorney general. But upon reading in 1951 that the state of New 
York had taken over its assets, he immediately thought, “Here is a 
policy which imitates the worst characteristic of the Soviet regime 
itself.” 36 The trained observer could see in this process the begin¬ 
nings of nationalization and socialization in the United States. 
Sorokin said he had no knowledge of any Communist affiliations of 
the Boston Committee of Americans for South African Resistance 
and could not recall the name of those individuals who had inter¬ 
ested him in the movement. However, he commented, “I not only 
condemn the policies of Malan in South Africa and of all colonial 
powers—of Britain in Malay and South Africa, of France in Indo¬ 
china and Morocco—but I also say that besides being stupid they 
are singularly hopeless. They are going against invincible trends of 
history. These countries, after a few centuries of slumber are 
reawakening, and although Malan and others may slow them down, 
there is no one on earth who can stop them.” 37 

At the end of the interview, Sorokin suggested that while his grant- 
ing permission for use of his name to a number of organizations 
which have been Communist dominated or controlled might indicate 
he was pro-Communist, nothing could be further from the truth. While 
it might appear that the Communist front organizations had used him 
and others for many years, this was not the case, “Like the Commu¬ 
nists, 1 long ago learned that one must change his tactics but never lose 
sight of the overall strategy designed to obtain a desired end.” 38 By per¬ 
mitting the use of his name on various petitions he had in effect been 
initiating his own personal program to bring about a true and workable 
world peace. He had only acted as a proponent of such a peace, and 
lie concluded somewhat plaintively, “Now because my theories are 
unpopular 1 suppose I’ll be regarded as subversive.” 39 

In fact, Sorokin was not regarded as subversive. In the cover memo 
accompanying the investigative report, SAC, Boston noted that 
Sorokin had been extremely friendly and cooperative during the 
interview and that his activities did not warrant a recommendation 
lor his name to he placed on the Security Index. The memo also 
Includes some additional remarks made by Sorokin which had not 
been recorded in the initial report. Sorokin had indicated that while 
lie was aware that some I larvard undergraduates, graduate students, 
and instructors had formed a Communist Party coll, ho did not know 
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of any regularly appointed faculty member holding a professorial 
chair who was a member of the Communist Party. And he did not 
believe that a Party cell was still operating at Harvard. 

Sorokin also made reference to the Russian Research Center. He 
indicated that even though he had firsthand knowledge of Russia, 
the Bolsheviks, and the Communist Party, he had never been asked 
to participate in its activities. He suggested that the Carnegie Insti¬ 
tute, its sponsoring organization, had installed as director a man 
(Clyde Kluckhohn) whose chief claim to fame was that he knew ab¬ 
solutely nothing about Russia. He continued his critique, deprecat¬ 
ing the work of the center as futile and valueless, and representing 
approximately a third-grade student’s idea of Russian history. 
Sorokin’s estimation of the Russian Research Center, though more 
strongly stated, was similar to that of the State Department, which 
bad informed the FBI that it placed “a very, very low evaluation on 
its usefulness.” 40 

Little additional information appears in Sorokin’s file until June 
196.1, when SAC, Boston submitted a request to the Director, FBI to 
interview him in connection with another case. 41 However, it is clear 
I lint in the intervening years Sorokin had undergone a transforma¬ 
tion in the eyes of the FBI from suspect to source. A confidential 
memo notes, “Subsequent to the initial interview, Sorokin has been 
contacted as a source on several occasions concerning other indi¬ 
viduals of interest to the Boston office and has always been coopera¬ 
tive." 4-! The request was approved on July 1, but Sorokin was not 
interviewed until September as he and his wife were on an extended 
vacation. The interview took place at his home in Winchester but all 
information which might indicate who was being investigated, what 
Sorokin was asked, or what he answered has been deleted. No other 
records of any previous or later interviews are included in his file. 

It is a curious coincidence that Sorokin’s transformation in the 
eyes of the FBI roughly parallels a similar reappreciation which was 
occurring in the sociological community. In April 1963, following a 
write-in campaign to place his name in nomination, he was elected 
president of the ASA by an overwhelming majority. 43 Yet while he 
may have softened his delivery with a somewhat more hopeful view 
of the future of the discipline, he did not compromise his critical 
stance toward sociology, reiterating in his presidential address themes 
developed in earlier works. 44 His reentry into the fold of American 
sociology from outcast to elder statesman was accompanied by two 
volumes dedicated to him and his work. 40 

I laving been introduced to a new generation of sociologists, Sorokin 
was celebrated for the very activities that had earlier led to his so¬ 
ciological exile. Kedeliued as an icon of anl iestahlishiuent sentiments 
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which had exploded among the younger generation, he was feted at 
the unsanctioned counterconvention held by student dissidents 
during the 1969 meetings of the American Sociological Association 
in San Francisco. The introduction to the “Counter-Convention Call,” 
published by The Insurgent Sociologist, stated, “Modern scholar¬ 
ship is in deep crisis. The extent of intellectual prostitution to those 
who oppress and manipulate others may have already reached the 
point of no return.... A social science that serves to liberate people 
and not to oppress them cannot flourish in the present intellectual 
and career environment.” The organizers saw a kindred spirit in 
Sorokin, many sporting the button “Sorokin Lives,” and held a spe¬ 
cial symposium in his honor dedicated to discussing the issues he 
had addressed and illuminating the crises within the profession and 
American society. 46 As indicated earlier, the FBI saw in the 
counterconvention a subversive threat and placed it under surveil¬ 
lance, initiating yet another wave of investigations of a new genera¬ 
tion of American sociologists. 47 

In many ways, Sorokin’s investigation and questioning by the FBI 
must have reminded him of earlier interrogations in his life, first at 
the hands of the Czarist authorities and then the Bolsheviks. And 
though it is a bit difficult to believe he could not remember anyone 
who was associated with any of the front organizations about which 
he was asked, it is not surprising that he did not name any names. 
He was an experienced interrogee under much more threatening cir¬ 
cumstances, and therefore probably more inclined to feign a lapse of 
memory than turn anyone in. It is much more difficult to know what 
to make of indications that Sorokin was himself an FBI informant. 
Since all files concerning his “cooperation” with the FBI have either 
boon blacked out or withheld, it is impossible to know whether he 
provided any substantive information or just successfully maintained 
the friendly manner he had adopted during his own interrogation. 

While Sorokin was somewhat plaintive that he would be regarded 
as a subversive because his ideas were unpopular, he could not have 
boon totally surprised that he, along with so many others, was being 
investigated by the FBI. His own theories, especially as manifested 
in the “Basic Law of Fluctuation of Governmental Control” could 
have accounted for if not actually predicted it: “When a given orga¬ 
nized group faces a grave emergency menacing its existence or its 
basic values, the governmental control over it tends to become more 
i igid and severe and tends to expand to embrace many social rela¬ 
tionships of its members hitherto free from such control.” 46 

It was on the basis of this law that during his interrogation by the 
FBI Sorokin argued that the aggressive anti-Communist and Cold 
War policy ol the I Initial Stales toward the Soviet I Inion was counter- 
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productive, and not only strengthened the latter’s totalitarian character 
but shored up its legitimacy in the eyes of the Russian people as well. 
However, as he also intimated, at the same time such a stance was 
undermining—perhaps even more dangerously so than the Commu¬ 
nists themselves—the very democratic and constitutional freedoms 
and values of those countries whose individuals and organizations 
were vigorously pursuing these policies. While he was too sanguine 
to be more direct, clearly Sorokin must have been thinking of the 
McCarthyist hysteria and the activities of the FBI and could not re¬ 
sist tweaking his interrogators even as he was being interviewed. 
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No One above Suspicion: 
Talcott Parsons under Surveillance 


l''ew American sociologists have made as significant an impact on the 
discipline or been as controversially and contradictorily regarded as 
Talcott Parsons. At a memorial session sponsored by the American 
Sociological Association shortly following his death, former student 
and collaborator Jesse R. Pitts noted Talcott Parsons would probably 
“take his place among the very great of our discipline. . . . Yet, it is 
unlikely that any of these great men had to endure in their lifetime so 
much incomprehension, so much abuse.” 1 Robin Williams, Jr., one of 
Parsons’s early students, echoed these sentiments, suggesting, “Few 
sociologists of our time have been more subjected to stereotyping, to 
careless ad hoc readings, and to selectively distorted interpretations.” 2 

Parsons was born in 1902 into an ascetic Protestant family. His 
father was a Congregational minister, and his mother a suffragist. 3 
He grew up wanting to be a doctor, and, planning on a medical ca¬ 
reer, entered Amherst College in 1920 to study biology. However, in 
his junior year he became interested in the social sciences and, fol¬ 
lowing graduation in 1924, traveled to England to spend a year at 
the London School of Economics. While there he took a seminar 
with Bronislaw Malinowski, whose functional view of culture made 

Reprinted by permission of Transaction Publishers. “No One above Suspicion: 
Talcott Parsons under Surveillance” by Mike F. Keen, from The American So¬ 
ciologist 24 (Fall/Winter, 1993), 37-54. Copyright © 1993 by Transaction Pub¬ 
lishers; all rights reserved. 
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a lasting impression upon him. The following year Parsons moved 
to Heidelberg, where he first encountered the ideas of Max Weber, 
whose classic, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, he 
would later translate into English for an American audience. 

Parsons returned to the United States, and after a year as an in¬ 
structor of economics at Amherst, in 1927 accepted a similar posi¬ 
tion at Harvard. In 1931, he was appointed an instructor in the newly 
organized department of sociology, but got off to a difficult start, in 
large part because of the hostile relationship he had with its chair¬ 
person, Pitirim Sorokin. However, much to Sorokin’s chagrin, Parsons 
quickly attracted the attention of several of the department’s younger 
graduate students, and in 1937 published his first major work, The 
SI mature of Social Action. An ambitious attempt to lay out the foun¬ 
dations for an integrated voluntaristic theory of action drawn from 
tin) works of Weber, Pareto, Marshall, and Durkheim, it marked the 
beginning of his rise to become American sociology’s most promi- 
nont social theorist in the 1950s and 1960s, and assured his promo¬ 
tion to assistant professor, even against Sorokin’s opposition. 4 

In 1942, Sorokin resigned as chairperson, and Parsons was ap¬ 
pointed in his place. During the war, Parsons stayed on the home 
front, actively contributing to the effort through his service with the 
()l In c of Strategic Services. 5 He also came into contact with Freud- 
i.iii theory, undergoing psychoanalysis as a therapeutic response to 
llm loss of his father, mother, and brother. Following the war, con¬ 
vinced of the necessity of interdisciplinary collaboration for the de¬ 
velopment of any significant social theory, Parsons reorganized the 
department of sociology into the department of social relations, in¬ 
corporating anthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn and psychologists 
Henry Murray and Gordon Allport. Five years later, in 1951, Par¬ 
sons published the fruits of this collaboration in The Social System, 
outlining the main tenets of his theory of “structural-functionalism.” 

It is for this theory that Parsons would become a household name 
within the discipline and has been both deified and demonized; 
characterized as an heir to Durkheim, Weber, and Pareto for his cre¬ 
ation of a general theory of social systems and provision of a method 
for constructing a paradigm of normal social scientific research, and 
at the same tiino as a hegemonic agent of American imperialism and 
capitalist apologist for the status quo.® However, the last thing any¬ 
one, devotee and detractor alike, might imagine is that Talcott Par¬ 
sons could have been conceived a throat to national security. And 
yet, at the height of his career, the Federal Human of Investigation 
launched an extensive investigation into Parsons's background and 
activities following accusations he was the leader of a Communist 
cell at Ilorvnrd lInlverslty. 



Talcott Parsons 


125 


While it has been previously revealed that Parsons’s defense of a 
younger member of his department accused of Communist affilia¬ 
tion (Robert Bellah), and his prominent support of Robert 
Oppenheimer during the McCarthy era, led officials at the State De¬ 
partment to consider withdrawing his passport, until recently the 
existence and details of any formal investigations directed toward 
him remained unknown. 7 According to the informant who identi¬ 
fied Parsons and the group of indoctrinated professors of which he 
was said to be the leader, “The members of this group were very 
clever and were subtle enough not to advocate un-American doc¬ 
trines in their classes, but that their beliefs were more evident in the 
smaller seminar classes.” 8 

Robert Merton, then head of the sociology department at Columbia 
University, was identified by the informant as a likely member of this 
inner group who had probably been selected for his position by Par¬ 
sons. As evidence, the informant provided the interviewing agent 
with a copy of Merton’s book, Theory and Social Structure, claim¬ 
ing it contained information which sounded un-American to him 
because it stated, among other things, that there were no opportuni¬ 
ties for young men in America. 9 The informant also suggested that 
not all of the professors were members of this inner circle and pro¬ 
vided the FBI with the name of one he knew to be a loyal American. 

There is a certain, though obviously unintentional, hilarity in these 
observations about academia which liken the typical “old boy” net¬ 
work of prominent professors and their select students to a Communist 
cell. Yet the analogy is not without merit. Such networks, though not 
generally covert, are not open to everyone, and have a significant influ¬ 
ence on the employment potential of their members as well as the de¬ 
velopment of the discipline. Clearly, Merton was a member of Parsons’s 
“cell”; the professor referred to by the informant most likely was not. 

Three weeks later, in late April 1952, Hoover sent a memo to SAC, 
Boston, instructing him to interview the professor identified to the New 
York office and to develop additional information which might be used 
as the basis for initiating an investigation of Parsons. 10 On August 21, 
SAC, Boston advised Hoover of the investigation and interview in a 
detailed seventeen-page office memorandum “concerning possible Com¬ 
munist tendencies of Professor TALCOTT PARSONS of Harvard Uni¬ 
versity.”" The bulk of the memorandum is based on an interview 
with an informant who appears to be the social relations professor 
referred to earlier. I le provided the Boston office with intimate knowl¬ 
edge concerning both the department of social relations and Parsons’s 
activities. Ho indicated the department of social relations was an 
outgrowth of the department ol sociology, which in its earlier days 
could lie described as conservative and consisting of "loyal Amori- 
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cans of good character.” However, he suggested, “Today, there is a 
decided left-wing tendency in the Department which has resulted 
from PARSONS’ ‘manipulations and machinations.’ [DELETED] Pro¬ 
fessor SOROKIN hired TALCOTT PARSONS twenty years ago after 
the Economics Department at Harvard University had fired PAR¬ 
SONS for reasons unknown [DELETED] PARSONS responded to this 
act by having SOROKIN demoted when the opportunity came to 
reorganize the old department of sociology.” 12 

The informant also claimed he had ascertained that matters of 
importance to the department were settled at nightly meetings called 
by Parsons, and that this was a known Communist Party technique 
since Parsons and his cohort knew busy professors would not be in 
a position to attend such hastily called evening meetings. He further 
suggested Parsons played a leading role in the group of left-wingers 
in the social relations department, but that he was a very devious 
individual and careful cover-up man who only rarely would take a 
public stand on social questions. 13 

Finally, the informant noted that two of the department of social 
mbit ions’s sections, the Russian Research Center and Social Rela¬ 
tions Laboratory, had direct contact with the federal government and 
had done secret and/or classified work for several of its agencies. He 
stated that the Russian Research Center was gaining significant in- 
flnonce with the State Department and would “at a future time be in 
a position to dictate certain aspects of American foreign policy.” 14 
This particularly concerned him, since Parsons, through his posi¬ 
tion in the department, would be able to influence the actions of its 
director, Clyde Kluckhohn. 

In conclusion, the memorandum lists several other reasons given 
by the informant for believing Parsons adhered to the Communist 
Party line. While several have been blacked out, those left include 
he was the leader at Harvard in the opposition to the University of 
California teachers loyalty oath, he was privy to and a leader of the 
defense in the Alger Hiss trial, and in 1936 or 1937 he had worn a 
button of the Young Communist League-sponsored Sons of Future 
Wars. The Boston agent who authored the memorandum wrote to 
I louver, “The basic question at hand appears to be whether the Bu¬ 
reau has a basis for initiating a security type investigation on 
TAL(it )TT PARSONS. While admittedly any Communist Party mem¬ 
bership of PARSONS and others of his group now at Harvard would 
be exceedingly difficult to prove, the Boston Division feels that a 
security type investigation on PARSONS [DELETED] is warranted at 
the time, [DELETED].’"* 

()n ()i toiler 27, 1952, I louver granted Boston aulhori/.ation to ini 
bate a “security type” investigation ol Parsons lie instructed Bos 
Ion to give particular scrutiny to Parsons's association with the 
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Russian Research Center and any access he might have to secret gov¬ 
ernment work through it. 16 Five months later, on March 19, 1953, 
Boston produced a twenty-five-page report detailing the results of 
the investigation to date. 17 The report begins with a thorough exami¬ 
nation of Parsons’s background, listing birth data, citizenship, edu¬ 
cation, academic honors, published works, marital status, 
employment record, residences from 1920 to date, and the status of 
his health. Section I indicates that during the course of the back¬ 
ground check an agent was sent to Amherst, Massachusetts to inves¬ 
tigate Parsons’s college days there. It appears the agent contacted an 
administrative secretary or perhaps registrar who made Parsons’s 
records available but could not provide derogatory information con¬ 
cerning him. Another member of the Amherst community made simi¬ 
lar statements. The chief of police was also contacted and stated he 
had no record concerning Parsons in his files. However, a check 
with the Massachusetts Board of Probation, a central repository for 
all arrest records in the state, resulted in the identification of a crimi¬ 
nal record consisting of five traffic violations, including failure to 
stop while entering a through street, $5 expenses, and proceeding at 
a speed greater than reasonable or proper, $10 fine. 

Section II summarizes inquiries into Parsons’s activities as de¬ 
scribed by an undeterminable number of informants. The informa¬ 
tion in this section is largely a recapitulation of that contained in 
the earlier Boston memorandum which served as a justification for 
initiating the investigation, though with much more detail. In this 
account, it is stated, “[DELETED] the group headed by TALCOTT 
PARSONS, which now runs the Department of Social Relations at 
Harvard, commencing approximately in 1936, [DELETED] to be a 
Communist Party cell at Harvard University. [DELETED] these pro- 
Communist groups favored a Communist or Socialist approach to 
sociological problems and cast aside ‘the American and scientific 
approach’ advanced by American sociologists at Harvard and other 
institutions of learning.” 18 This is another rather amusing claim, given 
that Parsons has often been seen as a paragon of the “American and 
scientific approach,” and charged with scientism by his critics. 

It is further noted it was in his capacity as president of the Ameri¬ 
can Sociological Society that Parsons was instrumental in passing 
several motions censuring the University of California for request¬ 
ing its faculty take a loyalty oath. With regard to the Alger Hiss trial, 
it is alleged Parsons instigated the appearance of Dr. Henry Murray, 
Professor of Clinical Psychology at I iarvard, as an expert witness for 
the defense, Murray was used in an attempt to discredit the testi¬ 
mony of Whitaker Chambers by bolstering the defense claim that a 
series ol translations ol lairy tales made by Chambers several years 
previous represented a diseased mind It is also reported that one 
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informant contacted was unable to provide evidence Parsons had 
been or was affiliated with the Communist Party nor was the infor¬ 
mant able to cite a particular instance in which Parsons’s activities 
reflected Communist Party propaganda. 

In Section III, several other presumably suspicious activities, not 
previously mentioned, are listed. The first concerns a four-page flyer 
issued by the Cambridge Conference on War Time Problems. The 
flyer announced a meeting would be held on April 30, 1944, to dis¬ 
cuss “immediate home front problems which affect the welfare of 
the community and nation,” in order that “individuals and groups 
of varied interest can meet together and exchange ideas on working 
out democratic solutions to our common interests.” 19 Parsons was 
listed among the organization’s sponsors, but the FBI was unable to 
determine the extent of his participation in the organization, or even 
its exact nature. 

Another informant identified Parsons as a member of the Educator’s 
(lommittee of the American Committee for Spanish Freedom (ACSF). 
While the informant could provide no other detail concerning 
Parsons's activities in this organization, it was noted the ACSF was 
among those organizations cited by the U.S. Attorney General as 
lulling under the purview of Executive Order 9835. Reference is also 
made to the Association of Cambridge Scientists and the Progres¬ 
sive Citizens of America. The latter was identified by the California 
Committee on Un-American Activities as a “new and broader Com¬ 
munist front for the entire United States, formed in 1946 at the di¬ 
rection of Communist Steering Committees from the Communist 
dominated National Citizens Political Action Committee and the 
Independent Citizens Committee of the Arts, Sciences and Profes¬ 
sions.” 2 " All other information is blocked out, so it is impossible to 
determine why these items were included or what Parsons’s asso¬ 
ciation with them might have been, if any. 

Perhaps the most serious allegation concerned the claim by an 
informant that Talcott Parsons had served as one of the faculty advi¬ 
sors of the John Reed Club at Harvard. In the HUAC Guide to Sub¬ 
versive Organizations and Publications, the John Reed Club was 
identified as being “among the organizations created or controlled by 
the Communist Party or part of a united front with the Party, which 
supported the First U.S. Congress against war.” 21 The report concludes 
with a detailed physical description of Parsons, indicating his build 
was "stocky,” and his hair "brown, straight, balding.” No scars and 
marks are noted. I lowevor, under peculiarities it is remarked, “Usu¬ 
ally wears small mustache." Obviously, in addition to contacting 
several informants, at some point (luring the investigation Parsons 
must have also been placed under personal surveillance. 
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Attached to the report is an appendix listing administrative de¬ 
tails and leads. It begins with a note that an informant from Amherst 
College reported Parsons had been among the Commencement Day 
speakers for the class of 1924 and that several members of the po¬ 
dium party, including Charles Evans Hughes, Supreme Court justice 
and one-time Republican presidential candidate, had shown some 
“slight amazement at the proposals expounded by TALCOTT PAR¬ 
SONS to effect social and economic changes in the world and U.S.” 22 
While the informant could not recall whether these proposals were 
communistic or socialistic, she did remember they caused some fu¬ 
ror at the time of their delivery. Several requests for specific investi¬ 
gations from offices in Chicago, Denver, New York, Philadelphia, 
Boston, and Los Angeles are also listed. 

Two months later, reports of these investigations began to filter in. 
The first came from the Chicago office on May 18, 1953. 23 Several 
persons were contacted at the University of Chicago, but no one was 
able to locate records of employment for Parsons, especially dating 
back to 1937. However, a search of Chicago FBI files led to identifi¬ 
cation of information regarding his publication of two articles in the 
Bulletin of Atomic Scientists in 1946. The first concerned national 
science legislation, and the second the Association of Cambridge 
Scientists’ efforts to explore possibilities for cooperative research 
by social and physical scientists in atomic energy. It was also noted 
the journal’s sponsor, the Atomic Scientists of Chicago, showed no 
evidence of having been infiltrated by the Communist Party. 

On June 11,1953, Los Angeles sent in a summary of an interview 
with an acquaintance of Parsons. The acquaintance reported first 
meeting Parsons in 1939 or 1940, when he had enrolled at Harvard 
University as a graduate student, and having had only occasional 
contact with him at sociology conventions since then. He also ad¬ 
vised the FBI he recalled Parsons was strongly anti-Nazi before and 
during World War II, and may have associated himself with organi¬ 
zations which advocated the anti-Nazi principle. He further related 
lie did not know of any “left wing” organizations to which Parsons 
had ever belonged and noted Parsons had written in some of his 
books that he was not in accord with Marxism. On a more personal 
note, the acquaintance claimed Parsons 


was constantly striving to advance himself into the office positions of the 
commercial psychological [s/c] societies, of which he was a member, be¬ 
cause lie was very ambitious for personal recognition. The subject was 
known, on occasl.to advocate ideas and to join organizations, not be¬ 

cause he was in lull accord with llmir principles but because he believed 
these would eventually la* to his advantage, I he subject was not a natural 
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leader, in that he was very unimpressive and commanded very little atten¬ 
tion to himself in that way. He was extremely successful in being named or 
elected to office and leadership positions in the societies and organiza¬ 
tions more through his political manipulations than as a result of a pleas¬ 
ing personality. 24 

FBI offices from around the country continued to contact and in¬ 
terview acquaintances and colleagues identified by Boston as possi¬ 
bly being able to offer pertinent information to the investigation of 
Parsons. While reports from Albany and Detroit are blacked out, a 
September 18, 1953, report from New Orleans indicates the infor¬ 
mant knew nothing of any subversive tendencies Parsons may have 
had. 25 A September 24 report from San Antonio resulted in a similar 
response, with the informants advising they had no reason to ques- 
tion Parsons’s loyalty. One stated even more strongly he believed 
Parsons to be a loyal American and that he had never had any rea¬ 
son to doubt Parsons’s reliability at any time. 26 The same sentiments 
worn repeated in the report from Mobile. 27 New York reported Par¬ 
sons had been employed at Columbia during the summers of 1933 
and 1935. 28 

()n July 9, 1953, an agent called the secretary at the department of 
social relations and discovered Parsons was planning to leave for 
Furopti in the middle of August. Boston contacted the Passport Divi¬ 
sion of the State Department and the FBI’s Washington office request¬ 
ing information concerning the trip, the length of his stay, and address 
of bis residence in England. On October 21, Boston informed Direc¬ 
tor, FBI that Parsons was teaching at Cambridge in England and in¬ 
tended to be there for the entire 1953-1954 academic year. 29 Parsons 
had been invited by Cambridge University to take up its Visiting 
Chair in Social Theory and deliver its annual Marshall Lectures. 

Parsons’s travel abroad led to the initiation of an international in¬ 
quiry to supplement that already occurring within the United States. 
On November 23, Hoover sent copies of reports on the investigation 
and Parsons’s overseas activities to Mr. Dennis A. Flinn, Director of 
the Office of Security for the Department of State, and copied the 
I Jirector of the Central Intelligence Agency. No formal investigation 
was requested at the time, but he did ask to be informed should any 
information concerning the “subject’s activities while outside the 
l Jnitod States” come to their attention. 30 Hoover sent a similar memo, 
with reports attached, stamped "SECRET—AIR COlJRIER," to the FBI’s 
legal allache al th*! American Embassy in London, and requested he 
verify Parsons's employment and residence." 

As inquiries began overseas, a November 19 memo from Director, 
Fill Instructed SAC, Boston lo review llm investigation and submit 
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his recommendations as to whether or not Parsons should be con¬ 
sidered for placement on the Security Index. A note attached to the 
memo suggests, “Allegations of substantial subversive activities made 
by persons of unknown reliability have not been supported by ex¬ 
tensive investigation.” 32 However, slightly less than a month later, 
the investigation appears to have been rejuvenated by further allega¬ 
tions. Under the “Leads” section of the Administrative Page of a 
December 29 Boston office case report, the Chicago Division is in¬ 
structed to “obtain [DELETED] regarding the identity of former Young 
Communist League members at Harvard University during the middle 
1930’s, particularly whether TALCOTT PARSONS, Professor of So¬ 
ciology at Harvard, was at that time affiliated in any way with the 
Young Communist League.” 33 The New Haven division was in¬ 
structed to make similar inquiries. 

Taking into account these developments, Boston responded to the 
Director’s request for recommendations concerning the Security In¬ 
dex: “Based on the results of investigation conducted thus far, but 
lacking the results of investigation to be conducted by the Chicago 
and New Haven Divisions, particularly in connection with the alle¬ 
gations made concerning PARSONS’ activities in the Young Com¬ 
munist League at Harvard during the middle 1930’s, Boston feels 
that PARSONS’ name should not be considered for inclusion on the 
Security Index as of this time.” 34 Boston qualified this recommenda¬ 
tion by suggesting that if either Chicago or New Haven were able to 
identify Parsons as a member of the Communist Party or Young Com¬ 
munist League they would reverse their position and request place¬ 
ment on the Index. 

The investigation continued into the new year, and its second year. 
Informants familiar with Communist Party activities in Boston dur¬ 
ing the 1930s stated that Parsons was not known to be associated with 
it. One informant did surface suggesting he “doubted the loyalty of 
PARSONS inasmuch as PARSONS had been closely associated with 
a group of graduate students and professors at Harvard who branded 
as fascist any individual who did not agree with their way of think¬ 
ing on social and economic problems confronting this country and 
who espoused a propaganda line which closely approximated the 
Communist Party propaganda line during the 1930’s and 1940’s.” 35 

During the entire two-year period, Parsons remained ignorant of 
the investigation and allegations concerning his activities. However, 
in early February 1954, Samuel Stouffer, his friend and colleague 
from the department of social relations, contacted him in England 
and informed him that ho, Stouffer, had been denied access to clas¬ 
sified documents by the Eastern Industrial Security Board, lie ad¬ 
vised Parsons bis name bad also been mentioned in a "Statement of 
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Reasons” justifying the denial, and in which Parsons was reported 
to be a member of the Communist Party. 36 

On February 23, Parsons delivered a sworn affidavit supporting 
Stouffer to the Eastern Industrial Security Board, in care of the Ameri¬ 
can Embassy in London, stating he had “the highest respect for him 
as a patriotic American and a scholar.” 37 He also denied the accusa¬ 
tion made against himself and remarked, “This allegation is so pre¬ 
posterous that I cannot understand how any reasonable person could 
come to the conclusion that I was a member of the Communist Party 
or ever had been. . . . My political opinions have always been in 
support of free democracy and opposed to totalitarianism of any 
sort whether of the left or of the right. ... It could not fail to be 
evident to one of my profession that freedom for the scientific study 
of social problems was drastically curtailed under any totalitarian 
system.” 38 The legal attache in London acquired a copy of the affida- 
vil and forwarded it to the Director, FBI, on March 11. 

Al about the same time, Parsons had applied for work with 
l JNESCO. In response to his application, the International Organi- 
/.iit ions Employees Board of the U.S. Civil Service Commission was 
delegated to makealoyalty determination, and on February 19,1954, 
sent a memo formally requesting the Director, FBI, conduct a loyalty 
investigation. This investigation was immediately delegated to the 
FBI’s Employee Security Section with a ninety-day deadline. It was 
In lie carried out concurrently with the security investigation already 
under way. 38 

The Employees Board also sent an interrogatory to Parsons. On 
May 17,1954, Parsons traveled to the American Embassy in London 
and provided sworn testimony in response to it in the presence of 
Vice-Consul Roland C. Shaw. The interrogatory was made available 
to the Boston office through an informant and excerpts were included 
in a report, five copies of which were forwarded to the Director, FBI 
on July 29,1954. 40 In the interrogatory, each of the allegations made 
against Parsons during the course of the security investigation was 
listed and he was given an opportunity to reply to them one by one. 

In response to the allegation that he had been a participant in the 
Communist Party cell at Harvard, Parsons stated, “I was never in 
any way affiliated with that cell, indeed I did not know of its exist¬ 
ence. I did, however, know as individuals a few persons who have 
subsequently been identified as its members.” These included 
Crunvillu Hicks, a fellow member of the staff of Adams House, and 
Daniel Boorstin, with whom he served for one year on the Commit¬ 
tee on (Concentration in Social Science. 41 

To questions raised concerning his association with the John Reed 
Club ol Harvard, Parsons replied, “May I repeal, I did not at any 
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time sympathize with the political opinions held by the members of 
the club, but accepted this sponsorship only because I believed in 
their right to free speech and discussion. ... I knew the club to be 
communist-sponsored, as I have stated. Knowing what I now do of 
the abuses which the Communist-front organizations have consis¬ 
tently made of the privileges of free speech I would not today accept 
sponsorship of such an organization. But having done so in 1945 
was, I think, a different matter.” 42 Parsons denied allegations he had 
been a member of the Educational Committee of the American Com¬ 
mittee for Spanish Freedom. 43 

Parsons was also alleged to have been associated with the National 
Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions, which HUAC had desig¬ 
nated as a Communist front. In response to the claim he had received 
an invitation to attend one of its meetings, he stated, “I do recollect that 
in 19481 received an invitation to attend a meeting in New York of the 
National Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions. I remember 
positively, however, that, knowing it was Communist-sponsored, I 
declined the invitation and cannot see how I could be held respon¬ 
sible for the fact that some person, unknown to me, sent it to me. I 
never had anything to do with that organization.” 44 

The interrogatory informed Parsons of several of the other allega¬ 
tions intimating he had been a Communist sympathizer. Parsons 
indicated he had “no memory of ever having worn a button of an 
organization known as the Sons of Future Wars, or having any other 
association with it though I remember vaguely that there was some 
such organization.” 45 He affirmed that, like a majority of academic 
people in the United States, he had opposed the California loyalty 
oath as bad public policy. He had introduced a resolution opposing 
the oath at the 1950 American Sociological Society meetings in Den¬ 
ver. However, he noted it was a matter of public record the oath had 
been declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, and stated, 

I never made any secret of my conviction on this issue, that to require a 
special loyalty oath of teachers was bad public policy. The only sense, 
however, in which I was a “leader” of this opposition was that at a meeting 
of the American Sociological Society, in Denver in 1950, I introduced a 
resolution to the society, which was passed by a large majority, deploring 
the action of the California Regents-This and my other actions in con¬ 

nection with the California oath are, in my opinion, entirely within the 
rights of a loyal American citizen and have nothing to do with sympathy 
for Communism. 4 " 

Persons also denied any active role In the Algor Hiss case, indicat¬ 
ing, ”1 do not remember any public ovation for Dr. MURRAY after 
Ids testimony in llm KISS case, and I certainly do not remember 
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leading any ‘cheering section’” 47 He did recognize Murray as a pro¬ 
fessional colleague and friend with whom he had carried out a sig¬ 
nificant amount of professional collaboration and defended Murray’s 
testimony as having been given in good faith. 

Parsons could not remember having signed a petition in 1939 call¬ 
ing on the president to lift the embargo on loyalist Spain, but did 
admit it was possible. However, he did not see why such an action 
would be evidence of Communist sympathy, explaining, “As between 
Franco and the Loyalists, in the situation before the late world war, 
I favored the Loyalists, because Hitler and Mussolini had intervened 
on the Franco side. I knew of course that Soviet Russia had aided 
the Loyalists, but I considered that to be the lesser evil, just as after 
1941 I considered our own alliance with the Russians preferable to a 
victory for Hitler.” 48 

Perhaps the most fantastic claim in support of Parsons’s alleged 
Communist sympathy was that in 1949, at a party in his home, his 
son had recited Marx’s Communist Manifesto from memory. His son 
would only have been a high school student at the time. While Par¬ 
sons indicated that his son was “unusually intelligent and intellec¬ 
tually alert,” and might well have read the Manifesto, he also 
suggested, “That he had memorized the whole thing and repeated it 
I think incredible.” He continued, 

I do not remember suggesting he should read the Communist Manifesto 
but I would not have opposed his doing so. It seems to me that young 
people should be informed about the world they live in and make up their 
own minds about its problems. This does not mean that they agree with or 
uro "influenced by” everything they read. 1 have read extensively in the 
works of Marx—it has been my professional obligation to do so—but I am 
in fundamental disagreement with Marxian theory. I have also assigned 
tlm works of Marx, and of course of many anti-Marxists, to my students, 
because if they are to understand the history of Western social and eco¬ 
nomic thought they must know about the ideas of Marx. A highly intelli¬ 
gent fil'toen-year-old is certainly mature enough to begin this process. 49 

Finally, in order to complete the interrogatory, Parsons was asked 
to explain where his sympathies lay in the ideological conflict be¬ 
tween the United States and the Soviet Union. He responded that 
they were "unequivocally on the side of the United States,” and in¬ 
dicated that he was puzzled as to how any fair-minded person could 
think otherwise: 

lam strongly opposed to Soviet Communism and its influence in the United 
States and elsewhere for four main reasons. First, the Communist Party 
advocates and works lor revolution liy violence and ictuses to accept the 
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legal procedures of Constitutional Democracy as it is practiced in the United 
States and other countries like England. Second, it works by conspiratorial 
methods which are incompatible with the requirement of a democracy that 
differences of political opinion, which we treat as legitimate within a con¬ 
siderable range, should be openly threshed out before the forum of public 
opinion and decided by constitutional processes. Third, the Communist 
Party in the United States is known to be controlled by the Russian Party 
and not to be an independent movement of free Americans. The fourth 
reason is that I do not like the Communist ideal and where they have gained 
ascendancy, their practice, of what a society should be. Above all I abhor 
their ruthless suppression of the freedom of the individual. 50 

Parsons concluded his sworn statement by indicating, “I subscribe 
to these views, which I understand to be taken for granted by all 
loyal American citizens, without reservation.” 51 

Along with copies of the excerpts from the interrogatory, SAC, 
Boston sent forth a memo to the Director indicating that since he 
appeared to have provided a straightforward account of his associa¬ 
tions with other individuals known to him in connection with the 
Communist Party and other related Communist front organizations, 
and since the investigation had failed to develop proof of the allega¬ 
tions made against him, that the case should be closed. 52 And, on 
July 29, 1954, the security investigation that had been initiated by 
the FBI two years earlier was closed. 

The UNESCO loyalty investigation, being overseen by the Interna¬ 
tional Organizations Employees Loyalty Board of the U.S. Civil Service 
Commission, several months beyond its ninety-day deadline was also 
drawing to an end. The FBI’s Employee Security Section had com¬ 
pleted its portion of this investigation, largely retracing already tread 
grounds and summarizing information garnered from the security 
investigation. No additional information was uncovered. 

Under the authority of Director, FBI, the Bureau had also requested 
the assistance of both the Central Intelligence Agency and the State 
Department in investigating Parsons’s activities overseas. 53 The State 
Department had carried out inquires in Austria and France, Sweden 
and Switzerland, England and Norway, and Germany. 54 Documents in¬ 
dicate that neither agency turned up any derogatory information. On 
July 23, Hoover had sent a Final memo to Kimbell Johnson, Chief of the 
Investigations Division of the Civil Service Commission, indicating he 
was enclosing the last report of the State Department’s overseas inves¬ 
tigation and requested the Bureau be advised of the "ultimate dispo¬ 
sition which is made of this case.” 55 Almost six months later, on 
January 19, 1955, a memo was forwarded to Hoover indicating that 
llm International (Irganizations Employees Loyalty Board had made 
a favorable loyally determination and forwarded it to UNESCO. 5 " 




136 


Stalking the Sociological Imagination 


Even though both investigations were completed in 1955 in 
Parsons’s favor and he was never placed on the Security Index, this 
was not the end of FBI scrutiny of his activities. In September of the 
same year, a report entitled “Talcott Parsons Fund for the Republic” 
indicated, according to its annual report, the fund had supported a 
project under the leadership of Samuel Stouffer which resulted in 
the book, Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties. In the book 
Stouffer acknowledged the assistance of Parsons. The report pre¬ 
sented a synopsis of Parsons’s background, including a summary of 
allegations raised against him and his responses from the previous 
investigations. 57 In a section headed “RELATIONS WITH THE FBI,” 
the report indicated that an earlier letter had advised, “It is believed 
an interview with Parsons, whose name appears on the proscribed 
list of those Harvard University professors whom Boston Agents are 
forbidden to contact and interview, would develop no worthwhile 
additional information and noted that the possibility of developing 
deeper antagonisms to the Bureau is enhanced.” 58 

In April 1956, the legal attache in London sent a memo to Direc¬ 
tor, FBI, informing him the Department of State had renewed 
Parsons’s passport. 59 The memo, titled “Talcott Parsons Security Mat- 
tor (and which mentions the decision was based upon favorable 
msults of earlier investigations into his loyalty, shows that although 
(he original investigation was officially closed, the FBI continued to 
maintain their file on him. 

Several years later, at the end of December 1961, an “URGENT 
TELETYPE” from Director, FBI was sent instructing SAC, Boston to 
interview Parsons concerning the loyalty of an unidentifiable ap¬ 
pointee. 1 '" Once again, the 1952-1954 security investigation was men¬ 
tioned, along with allegations of Parsons’s Communist sympathies 
and failure to produce any evidence in support of them. Seven years 
later, in February 1968, the FBI received a request from Mrs. Mildred 
Stegall of the White House staff for a name check concerning some 
individuals, including Parsons, who would be attending a Medal of 
Science presentation to be held at the White House. On February 14, 
the FBI delivered a classified letter, stamped “SECRET,” to Mrs. 
Stegall (with the Attorney General copied), including several enclo¬ 
sures, one of which pertained to Parsons.® 1 The Parsons’ enclosure 
consisted of a brief summary of earlier security and loyalty investi¬ 
gations, noting allegations had been unsubstantiated and that it had 
been determined Parsons was a loyal American. It also included one 
previously unreported piece ol information. Parsons had been among 
sponsors of a lull page advertisement placed in the Harvard Crim¬ 
son (May 16, 1667) by department ol social relations members pro¬ 
testing the Vietnam War and demanding immediate cessation to the 
bombing." 4 
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Parsons’s case illustrates several of the more pernicious aspects of 
the FBI’s widespread surveillance activities. For example, it reveals 
the power of a few anonymous informants, acting on whatever per¬ 
sonal motives, to bring on the full force of an FBI investigation on 
the basis of ridiculous charges. Once begun, Parsons’s seeming “neu¬ 
trality” and/or any action contrary to a Communist stance could be 
explained away as an example of his “subtlety” and “deviousness.” 
Most disturbing is that many of the informants were close enough to 
employ personal anecdotes in their charges (i.e., his son’s alleged 
recitation of the Communist Manifesto). Obviously, many were also 
colleagues and fellow sociologists. And, as is the nature of bureau¬ 
cracy, once set in motion it could only slowly and methodically grind 
out its task until its inertia was eventually exhausted and Parsons 
cleared. Once collected, the data could not be relinquished, the taint 
of suspicion never entirely removed. 

Parsons himself attempted to diagnose the source of the red hyste¬ 
ria and McCarthyist movement in an article published after he would 
have become aware of the allegations and investigation of his own 
activities. 63 He argued that it was not the result of political reaction 
or neo-fascism. He suggested it could be understood as a symptom 
of structural strains accompanying a major transformation in Ameri¬ 
can society from isolated nation to international leader, the impact 
of growing industrialization, and a free-enterprise economy. Such 
changes required a stronger commitment to the national commu¬ 
nity. As a result, those segments of the society with more individu¬ 
alistic and critical traditions (i.e., liberal politicians and academics) 
came under a suspicion clothed in the garb of loyalty oaths and anti- 
Communism. 

Perhaps the most difficult question to answer is what influence 
this episode had upon Parsons’s scholarship. It might be tempting to 
say none. After all, Parsons was unyielding in his support of Stouffer, 
writing, “I am in it with you to the death,” 64 and of Bellah and Oppen- 
heimer as well. And yet such a claim would defy the fundamental 
tenets of the sociology of knowledge. One possibility that immedi¬ 
ately comes to mind is Parsons’s treatment of Marx. Numerous soci¬ 
ologists have noted the relative lack of attention Parsons afforded 
Marx in his work, even though Marx is generally regarded as one of 
the major contributors to the classical tradition along with Weber 
and Durkheim, both of whom Parsons gave extensive attention 
throughout his career. Mark Gould suggests that this was because 
Parsons mistakenly characterized Marx as a utilitarian theorist (not 
a voluntarist) and therefore felt his theory was obsolete. 68 Robertson 
and Turner suggest that Parsons did not write against any particular 
liatnewot k ot analysis and therefore presumably did not leal a need 
to take Mat s into ai count In any systematic or concerted fashion."" 
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Ellen Schrecker has noted the chilling effect that McCarthyism 
had on the nation’s colleges and universities, resulting in the 
marginalization of Marxism and disappearance of criticism of the 
status quo. In addition, faculty throughout the academy pruned their 
syllabi and avoided controversy. 67 Sociology was no exception. Might 
not Parsons have been subject to these influences, consciously or 
unconsciously? Staff researchers at the Russian Research Center were 
so concerned about the possibility of misinterpretation of their ac¬ 
tivities that even before going into Communist bookstores to pur¬ 
chase materials required for their work they sought “prior 
understanding” with the FBI. 68 Parsons was certainly politically sen¬ 
sitive enough to recognize this danger, and following the investiga¬ 
tion had good reason to be concerned. 

Parsons’s case also offers an instructive lesson regarding the de¬ 
finitive importance of sociohistorical context. In a climate of anti¬ 
communist fear and paranoia, accusations and characterizations of 
an apparent conservative member or critic of the academy and two 
or three disgruntled colleagues or acquaintances were enough to set 
the security bureaucracy in motion. Once the suspicion that Parsons 
was a Communist was raised, it functioned in an almost paradig¬ 
matic fashion. Acts of political liberalism and old-boy networking 
were seen as suspect, and anomalous behavior was ignored or ex¬ 
plained away. The ultimate irony is that only a decade later, within 
llm context of national and international civil unrest and student 
protests and the rise of critical sociology, Parsons was subjected to a 
much different paradigm, that of conservative champion of the sta¬ 
tus quo. The very political liberalism and activities that led to accu¬ 
sations of Communist sympathy were now ignored. 

Parsons never made public mention of his own case. And, as he 
indicated in his initial affidavit, to suggest he was a Communist was 
indeed preposterous. It is particularly ironic given more recent alle¬ 
gations that during the summer of 1948 Parsons assisted Army intel- 
ligence officers and the State Department in attempts to bring 
suspected Nazi collaborators into the country as anti-Communist 
Soviet experts. 68 It is also difficult not to recognize the incongruity 
of the commitment to democratic values on which he based the anti- 
Communist assurances of his interrogatory, and the threat to those 
selfsame values posed by the inquisition to which he and so many 
others wore being subjected. 
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Testing a Concept: 
Herbert Blumer’s Loyalty 


Best known for his development of symbolic interactionism, Herbert 
Blumer, like Parsons, was a center of controversy throughout his 
career. 1 As structural functionalism emerged in the 1950s, he be¬ 
came the spokesman for a small group of dissidents and has been 
recognized as “the single mid-century sociologist who could rival 
Talcott Parsons in his significance for the development of social 
theory.” 2 Blumer was a persistent critic of logical empiricism, with 
its dualistic assumptions concerning the separation of subject and 
object, knower and known, mind and action, and structure and pro¬ 
cess, that was coming to dominate social science in the 1940s and 
1950s. He used his positions as President of the Society for the Study 
of Social Problems in 1954, and of the American Sociological Asso¬ 
ciation in 1955, as a bully pulpit to warn against the blind importa¬ 
tion into the social sciences of research methods proved successful 
in the natural sciences. 3 

Like George Herbert Mead, with whom he studied and on whose 
works he relied heavily in developing his own position, Blumer left 
behind the eighteenth century Cartesian logic of separation and chal¬ 
lenged sociologists to rethink their reified methodologies designed 
to measure a world “out there.” 4 Blumer rejected any theory or 
method not grounded, as was his own symbolic interactionism, in 
the fundamental recognition that social reality is an ongoing, emer¬ 
gent process and that human beings, collectively and individually, 
act on the basis of the meanings they attribute to the objects and 
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experiences that make up their world. A methodological muckraker, 
he was fond of “testing a concept” to see if it could actually take 
account of the phenomena it was claimed to describe. This led to his 
embroilment in several vitriolic controversies, including one epi¬ 
sode in which he subjected The American Soldier to such a critique, 
provoking its author, Samuel Stouffer, to remark that Blumer was 
"the gravedigger of American sociology.” 5 Even today, Blumer’s legacy 
remains the subject of debate, misunderstandings, and myths and 
has largely set the tone and provided the outline for the quantitative 
versus qualitative debate that has over the years continued to smol¬ 
der within the discipline. 6 

Morn and raised in Missouri, Blumer dropped out of high school 
when a fire in his father’s business forced him to help support the 
family as a typist. Not only was he proud of his typing speed, but 
also his tremendous strength, once boasting that during World War I 
as a tent raiser for the Army he could pound in the stakes of its huge 
tents with a single arm. 7 Following World War I, and after a year of 
self-study, he passed the entrance exam to the University of Mis¬ 
souri. I le received his B.A. in 1921, and his M.A. the following year. 
In 1922, Blumer was appointed an instructor at Missouri and taught 
there until 1925, when he enrolled in the Ph.D. program at Chicago 
while on leave from Missouri following Ku Klux Klan criticism of 
one ol his lectures. 8 During this period he also played professional 
football with the Chicago Cardinals and in 1928 he completed his 
Fh.D. and was offered an appointment at the University of Chicago. 
As a sociologist Blumer sported a wide berth of interests, including 
the cinema, collective behavior, drug use, fashion, industrialization 
and labor relations, morale, race relations, and, of course, his own 
symbolic interactionism. 9 

Blumer came under FBI investigation while he was President of 
the ASA and had applied, in February 1956, to attend a three-day 
UNESCO conference on social science terminology to be held that 
May in Paris. He had been previously subject to a confidential in¬ 
vestigation by the Federal Works Agency in June 1943, prior to his 
appointment as Principal Liaison Officer to the Office of War Infor¬ 
mation, whore he served for one year. That had been a routine in¬ 
vestigation in which William Fielding Ogburn, by then chair of the 
department of sociology at the University of Chicago, and Elizabeth 
Dunphy, a university stenographer, indicated that his performance 
at (Chicago had been excellent. Charles E. Merriam, professor emeri¬ 
tus, and Robert Red field, Dean, had vouched for his character, repu¬ 
tation, integrity, and patriotism. 

()n February 21, 1956, under the provisions of Executive Order 
10422, Director, Fill issued a memo instructing that a Full Field In 
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vestigation be launched, with the Chicago office to set forth the ba¬ 
sis and San Francisco to compile a personal history. 10 Several leads 
were listed and additional copies and requests for assistance were 
forwarded to field offices in Baltimore, Honolulu, Kansas City, Los 
Angeles, Omaha, Pittsburgh, New York, St. Louis, and Washington, 
D.C. The memo indicated, “Office indices and credit and criminal 
records should be checked concerning captioned individual’s rela¬ 
tives who reside in the area covered by your field division.” It con¬ 
cluded by cautioning that, “This case must be assigned to Agents 
experienced in Security of Government Employees and applicant- 
type investigations and must receive immediate and efficient han¬ 
dling,” that all reports should be referred to the Employees Security 
Section, and that the Bureau deadline, March 13, must be met with¬ 
out fail. Also on February 21, Hoover sent a confidential correspon¬ 
dence to Dennis Flinn, Director of the Office of Security at the 
Department of State, requesting that he conduct the necessary in¬ 
vestigation abroad in accordance with Executive Order 10422, and 
requesting that “in the event information is received reflecting ad¬ 
versely on applicant’s loyalty, please incorporate this data in a signed 
statement and furnish five copies of your report to this Bureau.” 11 
He also copied in Kimbell Johnson, Chief of the Investigations Divi¬ 
sion at the U.S. Civil Service Commission, whose office would ulti¬ 
mately be responsible for disseminating the results of the 
investigation. 

Three weeks later, on March 12, in a forty-plus-page report laying 
out the basis for the investigation, Chicago noted that a reliable in¬ 
formant had advised, in 1941, that Blumer’s name, along with that 
of Burgess, was on file in the offices of the United Spanish Aid Com¬ 
mittee, which maintained offices with the Veterans of the Abraham 
Lincoln Brigade, 203 North Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. Ac¬ 
cording to the informant, these names were under the heading, “Chi¬ 
cago Sponsors of the Teachers Committee of the Spanish Refugee 
Relief Committee.” 12 In addition, Chicago identified testimony from 
a special report of the Seditious Activities Investigation Commission of 
the State of Illinois, “Investigation of the University of Chicago and 
Roosevelt College, 1949,” in which the typed signatures of several 
Chicago faculty were appended to a letter which appealed for sup¬ 
port and endorsed the activities of the American League for Peace 
and Democracy. A copy of the testimony, referred to as “Exhibit B,” 
noted that Blumer’s name was included among the signers. 12 

Chicago had also unearthed a transcript from the public hearings 
ol the U.S. Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investigate the Ad¬ 
ministration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal Secu¬ 
rity Laws in which Subcommittee Counsel Robert Morris introduced 
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an article from the July 17, 1952, issue of the Daily Worker head¬ 
lined, “41 Professors at Chicago University Urge Big Four Parley on 
Germany.” The article indicated that the previous day an open letter 
to President Truman had been released at the university by the Fac¬ 
ulty-Graduate Committee for Peace urging that the United States 
explore every means possible to reach an agreement with the Soviet 
Union for the establishment of a neutral postwar Germany. Blumer 
was listed among the signers of the letter. 14 

This was not the only time that the FBI had identified Blumer’s 
name among the pages of the Daily Worker. Records released to the 
FBI by the Civil Service Commission and a report from SAC, New 
York reflect that on July 3, 1950, an article entitled, “CP Warns of 
Plan to Blitz Mundt Bill Thru Congress,” noted, “Chicago clergy¬ 
men, professors, authors, labor leaders, Negro leaders, scientists and 
others joined yesterday in a telegram to Sen. Scott Lucas urging him 
to prevent any action on the Mundt police-state bill. The message 
was made public by the Chicago chapter of the NATIONAL COM- 
MITTEE TO DEFEAT THE MUNDT-FERGUSON BILL.” 15 Blumer 
was listed as a signer of the telegram and the National Committee 
was cited in the HUAC Guidebook as a registered lobbying organiza¬ 
tion which had “carried out the objectives of the Communist Party 
in its fight against anti-subversive legislation.” Another article ap¬ 
pearing on March 5,1951, “90 on Faculty of Chicago U. Urge Recog¬ 
nition of China,” indicated that Blumer had been among the signers 
of an open letter addressed to President Truman urging him to rec¬ 
ognize the People’s Republic of China and to seek talks with China. 

Chicago obtained information concerning Blumer’s education from 
the Registrar’s office at the University of Chicago, including the dates 
of his degrees and the title of his Ph.D. thesis, “Method in Social 
Psychology.” Employment information was acquired from the of¬ 
fices of the comptroller and the vice-president indicating that Blumer 
had resigned his position at Chicago on September 30, 1952, in or¬ 
der to accept the chair of the department of sociology at the Univer¬ 
sity of California. Two interviewees suggested that Blumer’s decision 
to accept the position in California had been influenced by the health 
of his wife. An assistant to the vice-president of the university made 
available records listing Blumer’s residence on South Shore Drive 
in 1949, mid his dates of promotion to associate professor on Octo¬ 
ber 1, 1931, and full professor July 1, 1947. It was also noted that 
Blumer had been the plaintiff in a divorce action in 1938. 

Several colleagues and associates from the department of sociol¬ 
ogy and throughout the university were interviewed and without 
exception praised Blumer, indicating that he was “brilliant,” a "top 
man," whose "reputation is excellent among those engaged in the 
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sociological field in the United States,” and who “sees the human 
issues of our time, but he sees them in the light of the most dedi¬ 
cated conception of the nature of man.” He was characterized as a 
man who “was not a ‘joiner’ and did not tend to identify himself 
with the political or other movements of the day,” but rather was a 
sociologist who “regarded it as his duty to be an impartial observer 
and not a participant.” 16 

Chicago agents also visited the regional office of National War Labor 
Board (NWLB) and the Joint Electrical Arbitration Board (JEAB). 
Blumer had served as chairperson and public representative for a 
three-person panel in the disputes section of the NWLB from 1943- 
1945. From 1948 to 1952, he had helped to establish and adminis¬ 
trate a seniority system for the JEAB. Both offices reported nothing 
but “the highest respect and admiration for Dr. BLUMER.” 

On March 22, 1956, Chicago forwarded an additional report de¬ 
tailing three more bits of information. 17 A November 12, 1942, ar¬ 
ticle in the morning edition of the Washington Times-Herald reported 
that Blumer had attended the funeral of Dr. Ben Reitman. Reitman 
was described in the article as a “nonaggressive, philosophical anar¬ 
chist.” A heavily blacked out passage from the report indicated that 
an informant had stated, “[DELETED] to a certain extent at least the 
applicant was in sympathy with the Socialist theory of government. 
[DELETED] as a sociologist the applicant undoubtedly studied the 
writings of KARL MARX as well as other social philosophers but 
[DELETED] had never expressed any sympathy for this theory.” 18 
Finally, another informant stated that while he rated Blumer’s integ¬ 
rity and character highly, “he apparently overrated his own impor¬ 
tance,” and believed this trait, “was actually an inverted inferiority 
complex resulting from an unhappy childhood due to overbearing 
parents.” 19 Two of the things that Blumer was reported to have exag¬ 
gerated in an effort to build up his own ego were that he was an All 
American in football and that he could have been a Rhodes scholar. 20 
II was also reported that Blumer had undergone psychoanalysis for 
about one year (1939 to 1940) in an “attempt to understand himself 
better and perhaps overcome his inferiority complexes.” 21 The in¬ 
formant could not provide the identity of Blumer’s therapist. 

In fulfilling its charge, San Francisco obtained much of the per¬ 
sonal history data on Blumer from the biographic files of the 
President’s Office at the University of California, Berkeley, where he 
had been employed as a professor of sociology and social institu¬ 
tions, beginning July I, 1952. 22 Agents visited the president’s and 
the comptroller's office, where unidentifiable sources made avail¬ 
able lllumer's personnel and employment records. Nothing of an 
"ii iliavmable nature" was revealed ami bolb offices recommended 
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him as a man of “excellent character, loyalty, reputation and abil¬ 
ity.” Blumer’s neighbors in Orinda, California, were also interviewed. 
One indicated that the Blumers were “good parents who are inter¬ 
ested in their own family but who participate in activities which 
benefit both themselves and their neighbors.” Another stated what 
had impressed her most during the short time she had known Blumer 
was the fact “he apparently is absolutely free of any prejudice what¬ 
soever concerning the race, color or religion of any individual.” Credit 
and criminal records were also reviewed at Walnut Creek, the Contra 
Costa County Sheriffs office at Martinez, the police station at Berke¬ 
ley, and the Credit Bureau of the Greater East Bay in Oakland, where 
Blumer was reported as one who “makes payments as agreed .” 23 

In compiling its personal history, San Francisco had also identi¬ 
fied several past positions and visiting appointments Blumer had 
held and field offices in each of these locations were instructed to 
carry out investigations . 24 Kansas City, assigned to investigate 
Blumer’s time at the University of Missouri, ascertained from the 
admissions office that he had enrolled in the College of Arts and 
Sciences from January 1918 to June 1922. 25 Additional investigation 
indicated he was granted a scholarship in January 1922, appointed 
assistant in sociology on June 26,1922, and instructor the following 
May. No derogatory information was uncovered and faculty and staff 
interviewed at the university attested to his character and loyalty 
and remarked that he was mainly remembered for his athletic prow¬ 
ess and skill as a football player. One person did recall that Blumer 
had "circulated a questionnaire in regard to sex habits of students 
that was quite controversial at the time.” 

In 1936, during the fall semester, Blumer was a visiting associate 
professor of sociology at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. 
Detroit was assigned the investigation and agents contacted the 
alumni office and the department of sociology. 26 He was said to be 
"above reproach” and inquires at the Ann Arbor credit bureau, po¬ 
lice department, and traffic bureau failed to turn up any records. 

Blumer had also held visiting positions at the University of Ha¬ 
waii from February to August 1939 and again in 1950-1951, and the 
University of Iowa from January to March 1943. Honolulu carried 
out the Hawaii investigation and discovered that a confidential in¬ 
formant from another government agency reported on Juno 24,1939, 
Blumer had delivered a lecture at the Honolulu Y.M.C.A., entitled 
"Race Prejudice,'' to the Inter-Professional Association. 27 In inter¬ 
views with colleagues and associates, Blumer was once again char¬ 
acterized as "brilliant,” a "top man," and "a learned person in his 
Held of sociology and |who| has also done extremely well in the 
field id arhltralion, having worked with a < ouple nl large strikes on 
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the U.S. Mainland as an arbitrator.” The Omaha office, assigned to 
carry out the Iowa investigation determined that Blumer had been 
employed as a guest lecturer and no unfavorable or disloyal infor¬ 
mation was uncovered at the university, credit bureau or police sta¬ 
tion, though one interviewee stated that he was, “cynical and 
outspoken in all matters of discussion.” 28 

Additional investigations were carried out by St. Louis, Pittsburgh, 
Birmingham, Memphis, Mobile, Miami and Los Angeles. St. Louis 
was brought into the investigation because that was where Blumer 
had been born on March 7, 1900. 29 An examination of consolidated 
high school records on microfilm indicated he had attended 
McKinley High School from September 2,1913 to January 1915. The 
files of the St. Louis police department and the local credit bureau 
contained no information on his parents Richard George and Marga¬ 
ret Marshall Blumer. St. Louis did note that there was a discrepancy 
between Blumer’s actual birth date and that listed in his military 
records, March 7,1899. Blumer was inducted into the U.S. Army on 
October 1, 1918, and immediately transferred to the Student Army 
Training Corp. He had no active duty while with the army and was 
honorably discharged three months later, as a private. 

Pittsburgh and Birmingham were asked to investigate Blumer’s 
employment as Chairman of the Board of Arbitration for the United 
States Steel Corporation and the United Steel Workers of America from 
1945 to 1947. 30 At both locations he was reported to be highly intelli¬ 
gent, thoroughly loyal, and generally well regarded. Mobile, Memphis, 
and Miami were brought into the investigation to inquire into 
Blumer’s service as Administrative Head of the Joint Electrical Arbi¬ 
tration Board from 1948 to 1952. 31 Several persons were interviewed 
by the three offices, including his former professor and longtime 
friend Ernest Burgess, who was then residing in Palm Beach, Florida. 
All reported Blumer to be honorable and respectable with no sym¬ 
pathy for communism and of considerable administrative ability. 

On March 2,1956, the field office in Baltimore sent an airtel to the 
Washington D.C. office indicating that the search it had requested of 
G-2 military intelligence records at Fort Holabird in Maryland had 
tin ned up a reference to Blumer in the fdes of Saul Padover. 32 Since the 
file was charged out to San Francisco, an agent there was sent to review 
it and determined that it contained no information Blumer was ac¬ 
quainted with Padover. 11 However, Leo Calvin Rosten (also known 
as Leonard Q. Ross and L. Rosenberg) was reported as being well 
acquainted with Padover and that "members of ROSTEN’s advisory 
Board for the Motion Pictures Research Project were: R()BERTS. LYND, 
a members (s/c'l of'numerousCommunist front organizations; IIFRBFRT 
III,l IMFK and l.( )l IIS WIRTI I, both of whom endorsed a letter from 
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the American League Against War and Fascism in 1937 urging mem¬ 
bers of the University of Chicago faculty to attend and support fi¬ 
nancially a People’s congress [sic] for Democracy and Peace.” 34 In 
the preface to his book, Rosten acknowledged Blumer, who he prob¬ 
ably first met while a student at Chicago, Wirth, and Lasswell. At 
the invitation of the Motion Picture Research Council, Blumer had 
earlier carried out his own study, Movies and Conduct, of the influ¬ 
ence of motion pictures on the lives of youth. 35 

On March 23, ten days after the Bureau deadline, Hoover trans¬ 
mitted three copies of the reports covering the investigation on 
Blumer to Kimbell Johnson, to be disseminated to the appropriate 
offices in accordance with the established United Nations Loyalty 
Program procedures established under Executive Order 10422. 38 He 
also indicated that “this Bureau is conducting a small amount of 
additional investigation which will be made available upon receipt.” 
Not all of the leads had been adequately investigated and the results 
of the overseas investigations were yet to be received. 

()n May 22, Dennis Flinn sent Hoover the final results of the over¬ 
seas investigation. Inquiries had been conducted in Jamaica, Ger¬ 
many, and France. 37 Blumer had traveled to St. Andrews in January 
I 954 to deliver some lectures at the University College of the British 
West Indies. Hugh W. Springer, the registrar, reported that Blumer’s 
stay was “singularly uneventful, there was no gossip of any sort, 
and Mr. BLUMER was impressive to the students who attended the 
lectures.” Blumer’s closest associate during the visit was D. J. 
Matthews, a former pupil from the University of Chicago. The records 
of the Consulate General, the local police, and a controlled local 
source were also checked, with negative results. 

The Security Office in Bonn carried out the German investigation 
and determined that Blumer had visited Germany in 1934, as a rep¬ 
resentative of the University of Chicago on a special tour arranged 
by the Amerika Institut. 38 Though not mentioned in the German re¬ 
port, Blumer had also visited in 1932, during a year spent traveling 
and studying in France, England, Austria, Switzerland, Germany, 
Spain, and Morocco on a Social Science Council Fellowship. He 
spent at least one month in Paris, but the investigation, including 
inquiries with the Paris Legal Police and the Political Division of 
the U.S. Embassy, failed to turn up any information except that he 
had lived on the Avenue do La Bourdonnais and the rue Hsyumans. 38 

On June 1, with the results of the foreign investigation in all other 
leads followed up, and all remaining reports forwarded to the Civil 
Service Commission, Hoover sent notice to Kimhell Johnson Mint 
the FBI’s additional investigation was complete and requested noti¬ 
fication of the final determination made on the case, 4 " ()n June 14, 
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the Executive Secretary of the International Organizations Employ¬ 
ees Loyalty Board of the Civil Service Commission informed the FBI 
that a favorable loyalty determination had been made and forwarded 
to UNESCO . 41 

Two years later, on February 4, 1958, Hoover sent Johnson an¬ 
other memo with an additional piece of information to be placed in 
Blumer’s loyalty file. 42 He indicated that in an Identification Data 
Form that had been recently submitted under Executive Order 10459, 
Blumer had listed his membership in the Consumers Research Union. 
While it was not known whether the Consumers Research Union 
was identical to the Consumers’ Union of the United States, Inc., it 
was noted that the latter had been cited as a Communist front by the 
California Committee on Un-American Activities. It was also noted 
in Blumer’s file that he belonged to the American Association of 
University Professors and the American Civil Liberties Union. 43 

Unlike Parsons, Blumer never made any published attempt to ex¬ 
plain McCarthyism, nor is there any record that he ever commented 
on his own loyalty investigation. However, it is likely that he would 
have critiqued Parsons’s explanation of structural strain and pro¬ 
posed his own based on his symbolic interactionism. From a sym¬ 
bolic interactionist perspective, McCarthyism would have to be 
approached as a social situation consisting of the joint action emerging 
from the various intersecting lines of action of the individuals and 
collectivities involved; that is, the President of the United States and 
the Executive Orders issued from his office, the House Un-American 
Activities Committee and its legislative activities, the FBI including 
Hoover and his Special Agents as the main investigative body, as 
well as those individuals acting as informants or subject to investi¬ 
gation. Such an explanation would have required examination of 
the concrete definitions of the situations and responses of these in¬ 
dividuals and collectivities. Blumer might also have tested the fed¬ 
eral government’s concept of loyalty and critiqued the FBI’s 
methodology for investigating it. What exactly was loyalty, and were 
tin! indicators employed by the FBI, such as the appearance of one’s 
name in the Daily Worker, membership in organizations listed in the 
IIUAC Report on Subversive Organizations, association with sus¬ 
pected Communist sympathizers, or signing public petitions, reli¬ 
able measures of it? 

Blumer did write on morale and its relation to loyalty . 44 He was 
philosophically opposed to the restriction of discourse that loyalty 
investigations and the FBI’s activities represented. Not only was his 
sympathetic recognition of the importance of the actor’s viewpoint, 
imbedded within (lie symbolic interactionist perspective, profoundly 
democratic, he also believed dial the quality of public discourse and 
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opinion rested on the openness of such debate and the availabilities of 
the means by which it might transpire. 45 He was opposed to censorship 
and held, “If certain of the contending views are barred from gaining 
presentation to the disinterested public or suffer some discrimina¬ 
tion as to the possibility of being argued before them, then, corre¬ 
spondingly, there is interference with effective public discussion.” 46 
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Samuel Stouffer: 
Patriot and Practitioner 


Samuel Stouffer was a sociological practitioner engrossed in the mis¬ 
sion of making sociology a science, and a patriot with an unabashed 
love for his country. 1 In his enthusiasm for social research he would 
often become so caught up hovering over the “machine” in anticipa¬ 
tion of the results of yet another run that he would miss appoint¬ 
ments, forget dinner with his wife, and neglect the subtleties of 
personal appearance. A chain-smoker, students would watch in class 
hypnotized as the ash hanging precariously from the end of his ciga¬ 
rette would slowly grow and grow until a sudden gesture would 
cause it to drop onto his already well-dusted jacket. 2 He was an in¬ 
teresting and exciting teacher, always deeply concerned about the 
quality of his lectures and frequently worried lest he waste some 
“200 hours of people time” in a single lecture. Remarked one stu¬ 
dent, “Sam was one of the most stimulating and disheveled profes¬ 
sors that ever existed.” 3 Through his enthusiasms, he was, with Paul 
Lazarsfeld, at the forefront of the introduction of statistical analysis 
and survey research methods in the discipline and pioneered the 
pursuit of an entrepreneurial applied research which was regarded 
by many as the future salvation of sociology, although others saw it 
as the selling out of its soul. 4 

Throughout his career Stouffer regularly put his patriotism into 
practice by offering his sociological services to the military and 
working with the government. A virtual incarnation of the quantita¬ 
tive and scientistic mainstream that was increasingly coming to domi- 
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nate the field, he was uncomfortable with the critical vision of soci¬ 
ology championed by the likes of Robert Lynd and C. Wright Mills. 
As a consulting editor to John Wiley and Sons, he included com¬ 
ments in his preface to a text on social problems which seem to 
serve as an apology not only for the critical perspective of its au¬ 
thors, but also for that of the discipline as a whole: “The authors 
love America and American institutions. But as social scientists they 
know that in any society there are tensions, generated often by the 
very ideals which are most basic and most honored in that society. 
America is, of course, not an exception. And the authors pull no 
punches in showing in detail wherein it is so.” 5 There is therefore a 
certain irony in the fact that as Stouffer began supervision of a na¬ 
tional survey which would include investigation of public opinion 
on public attitudes concerning J. Edgar Hoover and the activities of 
the FBI, the FBI in turn was conducting its own investigation of his 
loyalty and alleged associations with Communists and Communist 
front organizations. 

Stouffer was born at the turn of the century in the American heart¬ 
land, in Sac City, a small town in Iowa. He grew up there, received his 
bachelor’s from Morningside College in Sioux City, Iowa, and then went 
i m to I larvard where he earned a masters degree in English. He returned 
to work as an editor for his father’s newspaper, the Sac City Sun, 
from 1923 to 1926, and then left to attend the University of Chicago 
where he received his Ph.D. in Sociology in 1930. 6 

Stouffer arrived at Chicago at about the same time Ogburn, a “ve¬ 
hemently scientistic sociologist,” became chairperson. 7 Stouffer was 
(Igburn's best student, and the most distinguished representative of 
the often neglected quantitative tradition in Chicago. Not surpris¬ 
ingly, through his dissertation he joined the department’s ongoing 
debate over the use and value of quantitative versus qualitative meth¬ 
ods, weighing in on the side of Ogburn in championing the survey 
versus the case study against Wirth, Hughes, and Blumer. 9 After serv¬ 
ing as an instructor at Chicago for one year following his Ph.D., he 
obtained a position as an assistant professor at Wisconsin. Prior to 
going to Wisconsin, he received one of the first social science re¬ 
search fellowships to study abroad and acquired additional quanti¬ 
tative training and was exposed to the English intellectual tradition 
of statistics while working for a year at the University of London. 9 In 
1934, he took a leave of absence from Wisconsin to serve as a staff 
member on the Central Statistical Board in Washington, D.C. 

Stouffer returned to Chicago, as a full professor, in 1935, and later 
played a significant role in Cun ear Myrdal’s study ol nu e relations, 
An Anwricon Pilttininti, overseeing its completion when Myrdal was 
detained in Europe by the whc"’ In 194 I, Shadier took leave from 
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Chicago to join the war effort as Director of Professorial Staff for the 
Research Branch of the War Department’s Information and Educa¬ 
tion Division. In August 1942, he was appointed Chief Social Sci¬ 
ence Analyst of the Morale Division and charged with providing the 
military command staff with social scientific information which 
would help maintain morale and increase fighting efficiency. 

Stouffer was an ardent champion of applied research, not only on 
practical grounds for the developments in technique and theory that 
it might facilitate, but for pecuniary reasons as well, arguing, “If 
social science is to be taken seriously and receive large financial 
support its ‘engineering’ applications must visibly pay off.” 11 Dur¬ 
ing the next five years he was able to combine his interests as socio¬ 
logical practitioner and patriot, directing the military’s social 
scientific equivalent of the Manhattan Project and organizing sev¬ 
eral hundred attitude surveys of more than half a million American 
soldiers. Though many of the surveys requested by the command 
staff were as trivial as asking whether soldiers preferred Pepsi or 
Coke, research findings also led to the creation of a point system for 
repatriating soldiers from Europe and recommendations for the es¬ 
tablishment of the G.I. Bill. 12 

Following the end of the war, the Carnegie Corporation gave 
Stouffer a grant to publish a summary of the Research Branch’s find¬ 
ings under the title of his now classic study, The American Soldier. The 
book was introduced to the public through a massive publicity cam¬ 
paign, unprecedented in sociology, as reflecting the core paradigm of 
the modern social scientific method and certifying the birth of a new 
social science: “These volumes ... represent one of the most elaborate 
applications ever made of the new methods of objective study which 
are revolutionizing social science research and taking the study of man 
out of the realm of guesswork and conjecture.... For the first time on 
such a scale an attempt was made to direct human behavior on a 
basis of scientific evidence, and the results suggest the opening of a 
new epoch in social studies and in social management.” 13 

The study was similarly heralded by the discipline, especially in 
its major professional journals, though there were some voices of 
dissent. 14 Nathan Glazer criticized it for its misplaced scientistic pre¬ 
tensions and “overpowering obsession with the physical sciences 
and their great achievement.” 15 Robert Lynd and Alfred McClung 
I,no raised more fundamental questions concerning the dangers of 
applied sociology, its social engineering implications, and who it 
would serve, questions wliieli have continued to challenge the dis¬ 
cipline ever since: “II managerial problems lor industry and the mili¬ 
tary are to continue to dominate the research of leading social 
psychologists ami sociologists, the value orientation ol the manage- 
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rial technician rather than the value orientation of the social science 
educator will dominate what evolves and is called social science. 
The emphasis can thus shift from service to citizens in a democracy 
to service for those who temporarily control and who wish to con¬ 
tinue to control segments of our society.” 16 While Stouffer was not 
unaware of the potential pitfalls of applied research, he clearly felt 
the benefits were much more significant than the risks. 

Following the war, Parsons offered Stouffer an appointment at 
Harvard. Having reorganized the department a few years earlier, 
Parsons was looking for someone to direct the new Social Relations 
Laboratory, and who better than the man who had just finished di¬ 
recting arguably the largest social scientific project ever undertaken. 
Stouffer became a major partner with Parsons in a joint stewardship 
of the department based on a common faith that both theory and 
empirical investigation were necessary for scientific progress. 17 The 
two became deep and loyal friends, as evidenced by Parsons’s un- 
qualil'ied support when Stouffer’s national loyalty was being ques¬ 
tioned by the FBI. 18 

Stouffer was first investigated by the FBI in September 1936, when 
the attorney general sent a memo to Hoover requesting a confidential 
i beck-up on several individuals in order to obtain “a general impres- 
sion as to their standing, stability, and aptitude for cooperation.” 19 A 
“brief and very discreet investigation” carried out at the University 
ol Chicago indicated that Stouffer had returned to the university 
after only four years, as an unusually young full professor, jumping 
the ranks of assistant and associate professor, and at a much higher 
salary than ordinarily paid in that position. In the investigative re¬ 
port Stouffer was characterized as “very brilliant, dependable, pos¬ 
sesses complete integrity, is an individual of highest character.... Is 
considered very cooperative on anything for which he is equipped.” 20 
There is no indication for what Stouffer was being considered. 

There is no record of any kind of FBI investigation of Stouffer at 
the time he was appointed Director of Professional Staff for the Army 
research. Executive Order 9835 had not yet been signed by Truman, 
and Stouffer had already been vetted. However, in April 1952, when 
being considered for a position as a consultant with the Air Force’s 
Civilian Personnel Branch, it was noted that, in accordance with re¬ 
quirements of 9835, Stouffer was not to be appointed until a prelimi¬ 
nary inquiry "sufficiently complete to resolve the question of loyalty” 
was undertaken. A month later, in the memo charging Boston with 
the investigation, Director, FIB cautioned, “Inasmuch as this is a 
'sensitive' loyalty form it is imperative that the Bureau deadline be 
met. This investigation should he assigned to a mature experienced 
agent and should lie i onducted in a discreet circumspect manner.” 21 
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A check of Bureau files turned up three leads, one of which is 
completely blacked out. A report which had been sent in by Boston 
several years earlier, in 1947, indicated that during his second year 
at Harvard Stouffer had been one of the faculty sponsors of the Stu¬ 
dents Association for Natural and Social Sciences (SANSS). An in¬ 
formant had advised that SANSS was actually under the umbrella 
of, and served as a recruiting ground for, the American Association 
of Scientific Workers. The AASW had been cited by the California 
Committee on Un-American Activities as included among Commu¬ 
nist fronts reported at the Win the Peace Conference held in Wash¬ 
ington, D.C., April 5 through 7,1946. 22 Prior to that, in 1943, Chicago 
had sent in a report which reflected that Stouffer had been listed as 
an acquaintance by Charles Florant, whose name had reportedly 
appeared among records of the White Collar Branch of the Commu¬ 
nist Party of the District of Columbia. 

For its part of the preliminary inquiry, in early June 1952, the Chi¬ 
cago office once again made inquiries at the University of Chicago 
and turned up roughly the same information obtained in 1936. An 
unidentifiable professor of sociology noted that Stouffer was now 
considered to be an outstanding sociologist and that his mind “is 
principally the mind of a scientist who is interested in research and 
has no interests in any disloyal philosophy such as Communism.” 23 
Former neighbors confirmed this assessment and a check with the 
local headquarters of G-2, the Office of Naval Intelligence, and the 
security unit of the Chicago police department turned up no nega¬ 
tive information. 24 

Since Stouffer was at Harvard, Boston provided a more detailed 
report with some additional disclosures of possible Communist af¬ 
filiations. 25 A search of its files determined that Stouffer had been 
listed as a faculty member of a “School of Political Action Tech¬ 
niques” (so was Pete Seeger) sponsored by the Massachusetts Citi¬ 
zens Political Action Committee in September 1946. The purpose of 
the school was to train citizens for winning the 1946 elections and 
in successful campaigning year round. Though the committee stated 
that it was independent and nonpartisan, a confidential informant 
had reported that the committee was under Communist influence 
and leadership. In October 1946, informants had also reported that 
Stouffer had led a panel on public opinion and the political aspects 
of atomic energy at a conference jointly sponsored by Harvard and 
MIT and attended by nine Russian scientists. 

As part of its preliminary inquiry, Boston obtained Stouffer’s aca¬ 
demic record from the registrar of the Harvard Graduate School of 
Alls ft Sciences and his employment record from the Office of the 
Pmsidenl and Follows. Several members ol the department of social 
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relations were interviewed, including one who stated that he regarded 
Stouffer as having an “enlightened awareness of Communism,” and 
another who indicated Stouffer had worked in several different ca¬ 
pacities for the government and had access to top-secret material. 
However, he considered him to be a “firm believer in the American 
principles of democracy.” 26 Interestingly, two members of the de¬ 
partment (unidentifiable because, like the others, their names are 
blacked out) were not interviewed because they were included on a 
list of individuals at Harvard not to be interviewed. A check with 
Stouffer’s neighbors turned up nothing negative and his credit record 
was clean, though like Parsons and Sorokin he did have a minor 
traffic violation to his name. 

The preliminary report from the Washington, D.C. field office was 
primarily concerned with providing additional information on 
Charles Florant and his relationship with Stouffer. 27 Florant had 
worked on the Myrdal study beginning in 1939, and continued to do 
so during the period in which Stouffer had supervised its comple¬ 
tion. I le had been a graduate student under Stouffer at Chicago from 
1940 to 1941. Florant had also worked with Stouffer on the Ameri¬ 
can soldier study. However, according to several former coworkers 
and colleagues who knew both, their relationship had never been 
unything but professional and there was no suggestion that Stouffer 
was anything but completely loyal. After Florant died, one infor¬ 
mant suggested Stouffer had made statements giving the impression 
that looking back on the course of events he believed that Florant 
bad indeed been a fellow traveler or Communist. 

Based on the preliminary inquiry, in late June the Director issued 
a memo that the case should be immediately converted to a Full- 
Field Investigation, “in view of the applicant’s association with al¬ 
leged Communists or pro-Communists, and Communist front 
organizations.” 28 The Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Milwau¬ 
kee, Mobile, New York City, Omaha, St. Louis, and Washington field 
offices were all mobilized. Mobile obtained Stouffer's application 
file from an unidentifiable official of the Civilian Personnel Branch 
at Maxwell Air Force Base. 29 It indicated that the base’s Human Re¬ 
sources Research Institute had requested his appointment as a con¬ 
sultant for up to ninety days at $50 a day. He would be handling 
classified material up to and including “Secret,” but would not be 
appointed until loyally clearance was received from the Civil Ser¬ 
vice Commission. Stouffer listed Donald K. Young, President of the 
Russel Sage Foundation, belaud I). DeVinney, Assistant Director of 
the Rockefeller Foundation, and Parsonses his references. 

Beyond a more detailed background check, Washington's report 
provided little additional information from its preliminary inquiry. 
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Milwaukee reported on Stouffer’s activities during his appointment at 
the University of Wisconsin. Several faculty, including members of the 
department of sociology, were interviewed and all attested to his loy¬ 
alty. St. Louis reviewed Stouffer’s records with the Federal Records 
Center of the General Services Administration and determined that 
he had been intermittently employed by the military. Omaha reported 
on his early youth and college days. 30 He was characterized as a bril¬ 
liant student who had completed his work at Morningside College, 
in just three years, reportedly with a B average. 

Like Washington, Chicago provided little more than in its pre¬ 
liminary inquiry. 31 A few more colleagues were interviewed, all at¬ 
testing to Stouffer’s loyalty and the reputation and recognition he 
had earned as a major sociologist since leaving Chicago. Confiden¬ 
tial informants in the area had no information on him. Boston’s re¬ 
port lists several previously unmentioned organizations with 
Communist affiliation or influence, but since all surrounding infor¬ 
mation is blacked out it is impossible to determine what, if any, 
relation Stouffer had with any of them. An associate professor in the 
department of social relations who reported he had been acquainted 
with Stouffer since 1934 stated that Stouffer was “the type of indi¬ 
vidual who would associate with people of doubtful loyalty from 
the standpoint of expediency and that he would use any means to 
gain an end.” 32 

New York checked out Stouffer’s references, Young and DeVinney. 33 
Both had worked with Stouffer in the Research Branch which he di¬ 
rected during the war and maintained close personal and professional 
relationships since then. Young considered him to be above reproach 
and an “extremely loyal and discreet person,” while DeVinney stated 
Stouffer “did not have a continual reading or research interest in 
‘left wing’ publication as did some social scientists.” 34 

The Full-Field Investigation finished, Hoover sent a copy of the 
reports (thirty-two enclosures) to the Investigations Division of the 
Civil Service Commission on September 3,1952, requesting that they 
advise the Bureau of the ultimate disposition made of the case. 35 
Copies were also forwarded to the Records Administration Branch 
of the attorney general’s office. 

Approximately two months later, in a memo to Boston authoriz¬ 
ing the initiation of a security-type investigation of Parsons, even 
though Stouffer had been alleged to be a part of Parsons’s cell of 
Harvard professors furthering Communist Party projects and espous¬ 
ing its propaganda line, Director, FBI denied permission to begin a 
similar investigation of Stouffer."For your information the results 
of the loyally investigation of Stouffer do not appear to justify the prepa- 
int ion of a Security Index card under current Bureau standards. , .. 
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However, you should be alert to submit in report form any informa¬ 
tion of a subversive derogatory nature concerning Stouffer which 
may be developed incidental to your investigation of [DELETED] 
and Parsons so that proper dissemination may be made to the Civil 
Service Commission.” 37 The memo, however, did leave Stouffer’s 
case open for further information pending a final decision by the 
Civil Service Commission. 

In mid-September of the following year, Hoover requested a sum¬ 
mary on Stouffer following a conversation in which Clifford Case, a 
former Congressman and new president of the Ford Foundation’s 
Fund for the Republic had indicated that Stouffer was doing research 
on the Communist Party and public opinion reaction to security 
measures taken by the government. 38 Since neither Bureau files nor 
the current volume of Who’s Who in America showed any connec¬ 
tion between Stouffer and the Ford Foundation, no further action 
was taken. In fact, he was being considered by the Fund to carry out 
ju st such a study, including investigation of public perception of the 
activities of the FBI and J. Edgar Hoover himself, eventually to be 
published in his book Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties. 

Bureau interest was rekindled in late October 1953, when G-2 fur¬ 
nished a memorandum which stated that Stouffer had been employed 
as a consultant by the Human Resources Research Office (HUMRRO) 
with security clearance up to and including “Confidential.” 39 
HUMRRO was located at George Washington University and under 
contract with the Army to do psychological studies on troop mo¬ 
rale. According to G-2, some sixteen employees of HUMRRO, in¬ 
cluding Stouffer, had overlapping subversive connections or 
associates and it believed the office may have been Communist in¬ 
liltrated. 4 " It noted that on March 13, 1953, Stouffer’s security clear¬ 
ance had been submitted for adjudication to the Army-Navy-Air 
Force Personnel Security Board with a recommendation that he be 
denied access to classified information. 

At the request of G-2, on November 25, 1953, Director, FBI or¬ 
dered a full Security Investigation on Stouffer, to include all perti¬ 
nent information regarding his background and subversive activities 
irrespective of whether information had been included in previous 
reports. 41 The basis for the investigation was formally stated as “al¬ 
legations that SAMUEL ANDREW STOUFFER has employed a self- 
admitted Communist Party member and allegedly has associated with 
pro-Communist individuals and been affiliated with Communist 
front organizations." 411 

For the most part, the reports largely rehashed already well trav¬ 
eled ground, with the addition of a lew more pieces of background 
information (i.e,, family, organizational affiliations, an update from 
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the most recent Who’s Who). However, in early January 1954, Wash¬ 
ington office learned that Stouffer had been employed by HUMRRO 
only for one day, in October 1952, as a consultant to a project named 
“DESERT ROCK IV” and been paid $50. 43 Washington was also in¬ 
formed that Stouffer had later been denied access to classified infor¬ 
mation by the Eastern Industrial Personnel Security Board. 

A few months later, Boston learned that the Appeal Division of 
the Eastern Industrial Personnel Security Board had held a hearing 
on March 1, 1954, in New York City, on Stouffer’s appeal to its de¬ 
nial of his security clearance. 44 New York was instructed to consult 
the files of the Security Board to determine the results of the appeal. 
On May 13, 1954, New York sent Director, FBI a summary of the 
transcript from the hearing. 45 Stouffer was present at the hearing 
with his counsel, Arthur Sutherland. Four of the six reasons which 
had been given for denial of the clearance are blacked out. The two 
that remain make reference to his sponsorship of the Students Asso¬ 
ciation for Natural and Social Sciences and his participation in the 
panel on atomic energy. In his testimony, Stouffer denied being a 
member of the Communist Party or any other suspect organization 
on the attorney general’s list, and said that he knew of no one at 
Harvard who was a member of the Communist Party. Several wit¬ 
nesses appeared on Stouffer’s behalf, including one who stated that 
SANSS was “an innocuous and not very effective organization to 
promote trust of the interrelation of natural and social sciences and 
the position of the scientist in society,” and who denied there was 
anything secret or subversive about the forum on atomic energy. 46 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Appeal Board reversed the 
denial of Stouffer’s clearance, stating that “the granting of clearance 
of STOUFFER for access to classified information would be consis¬ 
tent with the interest of national security on the basis of all informa¬ 
tion that was available.” 47 The decision was based on the excellent 
references of Stouffer’s impressive array of witnesses as well as his 
own cooperative attitude. However, G-2 was not satisfied and in¬ 
formed the FBI that it was going to resubmit the case recommending 
clearance be denied. No further record of any security proceedings 
appears in Stouffer’s file. 

At the end of the year, on December 30, 1954, the FBI once again 
got wind of Stouffer’s study on communism and civil liberties, now 
soon to be released. 46 L. B. Nichols reported to Clyde Tolson that 
George Sokolsky had advised him that on January 4 of the new year 
the Ford Foundation would release an announcement concerning 
the study for which it had granted $ 175 thousand, and which would 
he published in April by Dmihleday. Sokolsky told Nichols that "it 
is quite obvious dial those findings are designed to contradict the 
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popular concept of public opinion.” 49 Upon learning of the study, 
A. H. Belmont recommended that the attorney general and deputy 
attorney general be informed. Hoover agreed and in a handwritten 
addendum asked, “What do we know of him?” (see Figure 10.1). 50 A 
synopsis of all FBI investigations and findings on Stouffer was pre¬ 
pared and forwarded to the attorney general and his deputy. 

Stouffer’s study was commissioned by the Fund for the Republic, 
which received the grant from the Ford Foundation. Begun in the 
summer of 1954, when the McCarthy hearings were in full swing, it 
was not a risk-free undertaking, as Stouffer must have been well 
aware, and to which the FBI attention to it attests. The data were 
collected by the two leading American attitude survey organizations, 
the American Institute of Public Opinion (AIPO), better known to¬ 
day as Gallup, and the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), 
but Stouffer did all of the analysis and writing. Approximately 6 
thousand people were interviewed face to face, including a randomly 
selected national cross section of 4,933 persons and a separate se¬ 
lected group of 1,500 community leaders. Stouffer split the pool 
between AIPO and NORC in order to test the results against each 
other for their internal validity. It was an unconventional survey for 
its time, as Stouffer employed more open-ended questions than was 
typical and also used scales to survey a given attitude rather than 
roly only on a single question. 51 

In March 1955, the FBI obtained a circular indicating that on April 
5, Stouffer would be the guest speaker at a meeting to be held by the 
Cooperative Forum in Washington, D.C. According to the brochure 
lie would be discussing his new book, to be released April 21, based 
on the “findings of the most comprehensive attitude survey of Ameri¬ 
cans ever taken on the vital subjects of Communism and civil liber¬ 
ties.” 52 Some of the findings were said to be “startling” and others 
dramatically to contradict popular conceptions. According to Bu¬ 
reau files, the Cooperative Forum was convened once every two 
weeks for the purpose of “off the record” talks by governmental lead¬ 
ers on current public events and problems. Consisting primarily of 
members of the I louse of Representatives and Senate, other govern¬ 
mental officials, and leaders of private industry, attendance was by 
invitation only and all attendees were requested to pledge that they 
would not make public any information discussed at the meeting. 
FBI officials decided not to send an agent to infiltrate the meeting 
and obtain an advanced look at the book because they were afraid il 
uncovered that it would lead to considerable Bureau embarrassment. 

Two days alter the meeting, Doubleday sent Hoover an advance 
i opv asking iI he cared to be quoted on his reaction In the book. ' As 
was his policy, I Innvoi expiessed appreciation loi the book, but de 
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Figure 10.1 


Memo to Nr. Boardman 
from Ur. Belmont 


RE: SAMUEL ANDREW STOUFFER 




Communists self-admitted former Communist Parti/ member 

at Harvard University, 1947-1950, stated Stouffer not member of 
Cosimunist Party to his knowledge and that Stouffer was loyal citizen. 


ACTION: 


None. For your information. 



DETAILS : 

The Washington City News Service release, January 4, 

1955, announced that the Fund for the Republic had announced that 
the fund was publishing "the most comprehensive attitude survey of 
Americans ever undertaken on the subject of Communism and civil 
liberties." According to the release, a flS5,000 nationwide poll 
was taken by the American Institute of Public Opinion (Gallup Poll) 
and the National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago. 
More than 6,400 persons, 1,200 of them community leaders, answered 
a twelve-page questionnaire. A book reflecting the results of the 
survey, written by Dr. Samual A. Stouffer, Harvard University 
professor, is to be published in April, 1955, by Doubleday and 
Company, Inc. Concerning Stouffer, the Director asked "What do 
we know of hinP H." 


- 2 - 

dined any comment. However, he did request a summary on Stouffer 
and the book was sent to the FBI’s Central Research Section for re¬ 
view. The Central Research Section prepared a detailed review of 
the book, beginning with an introductory synopsis stating 

Author's findings show no evidence lliul country is concerned either with 
llirnnt of Communism oi hungers to civil liberties. Average citizen's inlor- 
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mation on Communism is vague and distorted and current social, economic 
and technological forces are working to increase tolerance of nonconform¬ 
ist views. . . . Survey disclosed American public would “especially re¬ 
spect” opinion of Director on how to handle Communists in United States 
over any other public figure. Also indicated “public confidence in the F.B.I. 
is quite high” but author suggests that there is room for improvement. 54 

In fact, Stouffer concluded, contrary to the impression that might 
have been garnered from Hoover and the McCarthy hearings, “The 
number of people who said that they were worried either about the 
threat of Communism or about civil liberties was, by even the most 
generous interpretation of occasionally ambiguous responses, less 
than 1%.” 55 

The Central Research Section paid particular attention to items 
about the FBI, noting, for example, that only 33 to 38 percent of the 
respondents were aware of the Director’s opinion on the threat of 
communism and the danger to civil liberties and only 56 percent of 
the community leaders and 32 percent of the national cross section 
believed that the Bureau knew of most of the Communists in the 
United States. 56 The Research Section also reported the results of 
several questions of particular interest to the Bureau that Stouffer 
bad not put forth in the summary of his interpretations and conclu¬ 
sions. These included that, when asked, 66 percent of the commu- 
nity leaders and 77 percent of the national cross section felt that 
admitted Communists should have their citizenship taken away; 27 
percent and 51 percent, respectively, felt that they should be put in 
jail; 62 percent and 64 percent were in favor of using wiretapping to 
get evidence against Communists; 65 percent and 73 percent felt 
that one should report neighbors or friends suspected of being Com¬ 
munists; and 42 percent of community leaders and 58 percent of the 
national cross section felt it was more important to find out all the 
Communists even if some innocent people were hurt. 57 

Other than a few newspaper clippings and a photocopy of an ex¬ 
cerpt from the book published in Look magazine (April 5, 1955), 
there is no further information in the files released on Stouffer. And 
finally, on April 15, 1955, the Civil Service Commission informed 
the FBI that it had made a favorable determination concerning 
Stauffer's loyalty. 6 * Nonetheless, Stouffer was deeply disturbed by 
the questioning of his loyalty. Writes his daughter, “My father was 
intensely patriotic and had a great love of the American heritage.. .. 
It would he impossible to describe tho anguish he suffered when 
under personal attack during the McCarthy era.”** In the final chap¬ 
ter of Communism, Conformity, ond Civil Liberties, Stouffer warned 
against the danger nl exploiting the internal Communist threat for 
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partisan political advantage. No doubt thinking of his own case, he 
noted, “It has been alleged that fear of Congressional criticism has 
led some agencies dealing with outside contractors, even on com¬ 
pletely unclassified work, to apply security tests which carry guilt by 
association to the point of absurdity and deprive the government of 
valuable services. Curbing excesses in the administration of security 
regulations, if such excesses actually occur, is just as much a duty of 
responsible officials in government as is the parallel duty of making 
sure that the security regulations are as tight as they should be.” 60 
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Our Man in Havana: 

C. Wright Mills Talks, Yankee Listens 


C. Wright Mills is generally recognized as one of America’s foremost 
radical social dissenters and American sociology’s most flamboyant 
renegade. 1 When he died in 1962, he was reported to be the most 
widely read sociologist in the world. 2 Mills challenged conventional 
wisdom in both politics and sociology. Like Thorstein Veblen, Mills 
felt social criticism was a prerequisite to a genuinely democratic 
society. His contentious intellectual style and failure to “observe the 
noblesse oblige of sparing his colleagues in print” led to a deep hos¬ 
tility directed toward him and to his marginalization from the main¬ 
stream of the discipline. 3 Asked critic Edward Shils, “What does 
this solitary horseman—who is in part prophet, in part a teacher, in 
part a rough-tongued brawler—a sort of Joe McCarthy of sociology, 
full of wild accusations and gross inaccuracies, bullying manners, 
harsh words, and shifting grounds—want of sociology?” 4 In a pas¬ 
sage from his introduction to Veblen’s Theory of the Leisure Class, 
which might just as well have been his own epitaph, Mills provides 
an answer for Shils: “And that is his real lasting value, he opens up 
our minds, he gets us ‘outside the whale,’ he makes us see through 
the official sham. Above all, he teaches us to be aware of the crack¬ 
pot basis of the realism of those practical Men of Affairs who would 
load us to honorific destruction.” 5 

A moralist and a moral man at a time when American sociology 
was celebrating its value tree stance, Mills maintained a capacity 
for a sustained indignation directed toward the condition of Ameri- 
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can society and the sociology which examined it. 6 He understood 
man to be “a creature of value in a world of evaluations.” 7 Mills 
chose sociology because he felt it was a discipline which could offer 
the concepts and skills to expose and respond to social injustice. 8 
He became increasingly disenchanted with the profession which he 
felt was abdicating its responsibilities and criticized it bitterly for 
this, most powerfully in his classic The Sociological Imagination. 

As every student of introductory sociology knows, Mills charac¬ 
terized the sociological imagination as a critical quality of mind that 
would help men and women “to use information and to develop 
reason in order to achieve lucid summations of what is going on in 
the world and of what may be happening within themselves.” 9 He 
lelt that the promise of the sociological imagination embodied in 
I lie classical tradition of sociology had been betrayed by many con¬ 
temporary sociologists. He irreverently attacked Talcott Parsons for 
his “grand theory” and fetishization of the concept. He also criti- 
ci/.ed the increasingly quantitative and scientistic character of soci¬ 
ology and the tyranny of “the method,” championed by the likes of 
Sion Her and Lazarsfeld, for its abstracted empiricism which resulted 
in a truncated view of social reality. Mills was suspicious of the 
aspiring scientific sociology of his day for its pseudo-objectivity, 
which lie felt to be only a disguised legitimation of the status quo, 
and blasted its adherents as self-interested trivializers in the grip of 
a sociology of cowardice: “The self-proclaimed detached objectivity 
of the sociologists is not objectivity at all but a commitment to a 
status (juo by people who have internalized a set of values!” 10 

Horn in Waco, Texas, in 1916, as a child Mills was noted for his 
stubbornness and willful tenacity, qualities which would character¬ 
ize him throughout his life. 11 From 1933 to 1939 Mills attended the 
t Jniversity of Texas, where he earned a bachelor’s in philosophy and 
master’s in philosophy and sociology. He received his Ph.D. from 
the University of Wisconsin in 1942: Mills began his academic ca¬ 
reer at the University of Maryland, but, with the assistance of Daniel 
Hell, soon obtained an appointment in the Bureau of Applied Re¬ 
search at Columbia, directing the labor division under the supervi¬ 
sion of Lazarsfeld. At Columbia, Mills became acquainted with Robert 
Merton, Robert Lynd, and several members of the emigrated Frank¬ 
furt School, including Theodor Adorno, Max I iorkheimer and Herbert 
Marcuse. 

While Mills developed an early interest in the sociology of knowl¬ 
edge and the role of the intellectual which influenced his sociologi¬ 
cal perspective as well as his sell image, the largest portion of his 
writing was concerned with the structures, stratification, and con 
sequences of wealth and powia in the t Jnitod Stales, the underlying 
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theme of his “trinity of power.” 12 The trinity began in 1948, with 
The New Men of Power, in which Mills examines American labor 
and offers a critical examination of blue-collar unions and their lead¬ 
ership. He hoped for but was pessimistic about the prospect of an 
alliance between union leaders and progressive intellectuals. Mills 
continued with White Collar, a chronicle of the independent small 
entrepreneur and craftsmen being swallowed up by a growing cor¬ 
porate economy and bureaucracy and thereby relegated into a grow¬ 
ing and increasingly alienated, relatively powerless white-collar 
middle class. 

Mills completed the trilogy in 1959 with The Power Elite, the most 
controversial of the three. In it he described power in American so¬ 
ciety as oppressive and concentrated in the hands of an interlocking 
directorate of corporate executives, politicians, and military leaders 
which served to protect its own vested interests, leaving the rest of 
the population powerless, uninformed, and indifferent. The mass 
media played an instrumental part in this process as the new opiate 
of the people. When a favorable review of the book appeared on the 
streets of Copenhagen in the Communist publication New Masses, 
the Cultural Affairs Officer stationed there reported to the USIA that 
she had made arrangements with a controlled source to buy as many 
copies of the issue as possible to prevent its distribution. 13 

Eventually, Mills’s dissatisfaction with the discipline led him to 
reject official sociology and turn his own sociological imagination 
beyond its traditional boundaries to such forbidden themes of Ameri¬ 
can social science and society as imperialism, atomic war, mass so¬ 
ciety, the hungry nations, and so on. 14 No topic could be more taboo 
than established U.S. policy and the Cuban revolution. When in¬ 
vited to Cuba by Fidel Castro, Mills was “thrilled to see what man 
can do once he can courageously take his own life in hand and af¬ 
ford national self-determination and gain hope for the good life of 
his children.” 15 For Mills, Cuba represented a third way, a hopeful 
alternative to the power elite in America and the totalitarian regime 
in the Soviet Union. However, he felt that American journalists and 
the state department were providing a distorted picture of the Cu¬ 
ban revolution in an active campaign of disinformation intended to 
mislead the American people, discredit the revolution, and main¬ 
tain U.S. hegemony in the hemisphere. He attempted to counteract 
this campaign through his own account, Listen, Yankee, The Revo¬ 
lution in Cuba, published simultaneously in hardback and paper in 
1980, and written in the voice of a Cuban revolutionary addressing 
the U.S. citizenry through a series of letters. 

While U.S. reviews were generally critical of his work, Mills re¬ 
ceived widespread support and acclaim throughout I .at i u America, 
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including a special letter of support from several of Mexico s most 
important cultural figures.' 6 Placing himself in the midst of a raging 
hemispheric debate, Mills set himself in direct opposition ito he 
U.S. power elite and its foreign policy. This foray into forbidden 
territory, paperback publication, and perhaps the popular recogni¬ 
tion it garnered him, led to a campaign of rumors and gossip meant 
to discredit him within the discipline for his “journalistic tenden¬ 
cies and eventually to a full-fledged FBI investigation. 

Mills had first come to the formal attention of the FBI in J anuar Y 
1943, on the basis of a routine request for a background check when 
he applied for a position as Associate Organization Analyst with he 
Special War Policies Unit of the Department of Justice. However, the 
investigation was discontinued six days later. 18 Requests for a name 
check from the State Department and the Army, in January and De¬ 
cember 1956, revealed that while the FBI had not yet conducted a 
formal investigation of Mills, his name had appeared several times 
in its files. 19 In a letter provided to the FBI by a confidential infor 
mant in 1949, Mills’s name had been listed as a member of the Kutc er 
Civil Rights Committee. James Kutcher, a veteran who had lost his 
leas during World War II, had been fired by the Veterans Adminis¬ 
tration because of his membership in the Socialist Workers Par y. 
The committee was set up to support Kutcher’s fight as well as strike 

a mortal blow” to the loyalty program 

Also in 1949, according to an article in Labor Action, Mills ha 
co-hosted a May Day celebration, with his housemate Louis Coser 
sponsored by the Politics Club of the University of Chicago. At the 
celebration, Saul Mendelson, editor of Student Partisan, discussed 
the Independent Socialist League’s (ISL) position on American a- 
bor and the socialist movement. Both Labor Action, to which Mills 
reportedly subscribed, and the ISL had been designated by the attor¬ 
ney general under Executive Order 10450. Mills had also appeared 
as the signer of an open letter sent to President Eisenhower and At¬ 
torney General Herbert Brownell, Jr., asking that the Smith Act trials 
be ended on the basis that “the indictments and testimony point to 
the painful conclusion that the trials are not for ‘conspiracy to teach 
and advocate the overthrow of the government by force and vio¬ 
lence,’ but for opinions; not for overt actions, but for political faults. 

In 1960, Mills came under the much closer scrutiny of the FBI. Un 
May 16, a confidential informant and probable friend and/or col¬ 
league. NY T-l, advised the New York office that Mills was visiting 
tho Soviet Union through a cultural exchange program and would 
return to the 1 Jnited States later that month. At the same time, Mills s 
wife Gloria Olga Mills, a Polish emigre whom Mills lust met in 
Warsaw, was lmrsolf tho subject of an FBI Internal Security- K mves- 
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tigation. Shortly after the couple returned from their travels the FBI 
obtained a letter Mills had sent to Moscow addressed to Igor G. 
Alexandrov, head of the Union of Soviet Societies for Friendship 
and Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries. He thanked 
Alexandrov for his kindness in their recent trip to Moscow, and in¬ 
dicated that interviews he had conducted in Russia were on tape 
and that further correspondence would be forthcoming. 21 A report 
of the investigation of Gloria Mills, carried out between August and 
October, listed detailed information on both her and her husband, 
including note of her recent and difficult pregnancy with Nicholas 
Mills, born July 17, 1960, and a survey of her husband’s activities. 22 

On September 9, informant NY T-l further advised, “At the invi¬ 
tation of the Cuban government, C. WRIGHT MILLS visited Cuba 
from approximately August 7 to August 21, 1960. During this pe¬ 
riod, informant stated MILLS was visited at his hotel in Havana by 
FIDEL CASTRO, Premier of Cuba, who presented MILLS with a guide 
and jeep to tour the country, to view the economic situation in Cuba, 
and to see the improvements made by the revolutionary govern¬ 
ment.” 23 T-l also informed the FBI that Mills had carried out several 
interviews with Cuban officials and that prior to leaving for Cuba he 
was planning a series of five programs to be broadcast on an Ameri¬ 
can or British broadcasting station under the title “Dear Yankee” or 
“Listen Yankee.” He also indicated that Mills intended to have the 
interviews published. 

The following month, on October 10, T-l disclosed that Mills had 
visited Castro while he was in New York staying at the Theresa Ho¬ 
tel. The source indicated that plans had been made for Mills to con¬ 
duct a seminar which would be attended by Castro and nineteen 
other selected Cuban leaders in Havana. 24 The seminar, which never 
came to fruition, was to last six to eight weeks and cover the ideo¬ 
logical differences between Red China, Yugoslavia, and the U.S.S.R. 

On October 26, SAC, New York forwarded a photostat of the manu¬ 
script of Listen, Yankee to Director, FBI. 25 The manuscript had been 
made temporarily available by a concealed source two days earlier, 
copied, and returned. It appears that the source had obtained his 
copy from Ian Ballantine, publisher of Ballantine Books, who char¬ 
acterized the manuscript as a great work, “destined to be a bestseller,” 
and indicated that it would be published on November 28, 1960, 
with Ballantine doing a paperback edition and McGraw-Hill the 
hardback edition. SAC, New York further reported that, “(DELETED] 
after examination of the manuscript, concluded that it is such an 
artfully written piece of pm CASTRO and pro-Communist propa¬ 
ganda, handled in a i oinpeUmt manner and easily readable style, it 
is highly likely to become a factor in disarming and contusing pub- 
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lie opinion in this country and persuading unwary elements of the 
reading public to a viewpoint contrary to what he understands as 
the established outlook of the United States regarding the current 
Cuban regime.” 26 

While the source could not assess Ballantine’s ideological outlook, 
he indicated that Ballantine had a reputation as a “highly intelligent 
person, who in the pursuit of his business is keenly interested in 
timely items, including those of a possibly controversial nature, giv¬ 
ing promise of widespread sales appeal,” and that he had no reason 
to believe that it was Ballantine who had encouraged Mills to under¬ 
take such a work. The source also reported that, according to 
Ballantine, Harper’s magazine was planning to publish a condensed 
version of the book in its December issue (a copy of which was placed 
in Mills’s file on December 4, 1961), and that Mills was planning to 
engage in a television debate with Adolph Berle, former undersec¬ 
retary of state, on the Cuban issue on December 10,1960. The source 
felt that Listen, Yankee should be “vigorously counteracted with a 
suitable rebuttal” and that Ballantine had expressed interest in such 
a book if it could be produced immediately. He asked for the Bureau’s 
advice and was informed of the Bureau’s functions, responsibilities 
and limitations in matters of this sort, and was advised “neither to 
expect a reply nor to gage any contemplated action on his part on 
any such expectancy.” 

On October 28, SAC, Philadelphia was furnished much the same 
information from another confidential source, who had also been 
asked by an unidentifiable party to review the manuscript for its 
factual content and possible propaganda value. SAC, Philadelphia 
reported that the source is “firmly convinced it is 100 percent Cu¬ 
ban propaganda in favor of FIDEL CASTRO and all he stands for. 
| DELETED] advised that it contained a large amount of what he con¬ 
sidered to be subtly presented Communist propaganda of the same 
caliber being presently issued by the-CASTRO government. He stated 
that the book is written in a seemingly objective fashion yet is re¬ 
plete with distortions and lies.” As further evidence of its suspect 
character, the source noted that among his references Mills cited 
such books as The Anatomy of a Revolution by Leo Huberman and 
Paul Sweezy, editors of the socialist Monthly Review, as well as an 
article from The Nation by Carlton Beals, whom he identified as a 
well-known Castro apologist. The source stated that according to 
his information, 000 thousand paperback copies of the book were to 
be printed by Ballantine. SAC, Philadelphia concluded his report 
with a warning that the source was from one o! the wealthiest land- 
lies ol Havana, whose entire holdings had been appropriated by the 
Castro regime and who was "violently (inti Communist and anti 
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CASTRO which might influence his objectivity concerning MILLS’ 
book,” but also noted that he “appears to be a sincere, serious intel¬ 
lectual of excellent background and education with deep religious 
convictions,” and “continues to furnish excellent information re¬ 
garding Cuban activities in the Philadelphia area.” 27 

While SAC, New York made no attempt to review or analyze the 
manuscript, a memorandum to A. H. Belmont at the main office in 
Washington, D.C. reported as follows: 

Book, which is extremely well-written, makes several major arguments: 

1. That Cuba and, in fact, all Latin America have up to now been suffer¬ 
ing extreme economic privations and oppressive dictatorial govern¬ 
ments (which have been supported by the US) despite fact that area 
abounds in natural wealth. 

2. That US policies have consistently supported status quo in Cuba and 
Latin America and resisted needed reforms. 

3. That US economic and political control of Cuba has been completely 
demolished by Castro revolution as has domination of Cuba by former 
military and police apparatus. 

At conclusion, Mills openly avows his support of Cuban revolution al¬ 
though he admits concern over one-man rule under Fidel Castro. In latter 
connection, however, Mills concludes such dictatorship is almost inevi¬ 
table under revolutionary conditions now existing. He asserts that Castro 
regime is not communist but rather socialistic in nature: however, he de¬ 
clares US misunderstanding and opposition to Cuban revolution will prob¬ 
ably result in driving Castro further in direction of Sino-Soviet camp. 28 

The memo recommends that the State Department, CIA, USIA, In¬ 
ternal Security Division, and military agencies be informed of Mills’s 
activities, but without including an evaluation of the book or indi¬ 
cation that the Bureau was in possession of a copy. 

On November 8, 1960, the New York office was instructed to con¬ 
tinue to accept any information volunteered by its informants con¬ 
cerning contacts between Mills and Cuban officials, but not to initiate 
an active investigation or make any comments indicating the Bureau’s 
approval or disapproval of Mills’s book because, “Investigation of 
Mills, an author and college professor, under these circumstances 
would appear undesirable and might well result in embarrassment 
to Bureau." 29 

At the end of November, SAC, New York reported additional in¬ 
formation which it had received from NY T-l, indicating, “It is clas¬ 
sified 'Confidential' to protect the identity of [DELETED] (NY T-2) 
mid |DELETED| (NY T-l) who, at the present time, is one of a very 
few individuals having knowledge of this information, disclosure of 
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which could compromise this informant.” 30 T-l reported that Mills 
had developed a close friendship with Ian Ballantine as a result of 
their collaboration on Listen, Yankee, and that Mills had spoken at a 
meeting of the Liberal Democratic Party faction headed by Eleanor 
Roosevelt on “How to Improve Relations with Cuba and South 
America.” The television debate with Berle would be on “United 
States Policy Towards Cuba and South America,” and be broadcast 
on CBS or NBC. T-l indicated that Castro’s greatest fear was that 
pro-Batista forces would attack the U.S. naval base at Guantanamo 
Bay, in disguise as Castro forces, giving the United States provoca¬ 
tion to attack Cuba. 

T-l also informed the FBI that Mills’s Cuban seminar had been 
canceled but that he would be visiting Cuba for several weeks in 
January, and that Mills had received an anonymous letter warning 
him that an American agent disguised as a South American would 
assassinate him on his next visit to Cuba. According to T-l, “Mills 
indicated he would not be surprised if this were true since he does 
not doubt that the Federal Bureau of Investigation and other similar 
l Initod States organizations do not approve of his activities.” 31 An¬ 
other letter, with copies sent to President Eisenhower, Senator 
Kennedy, Allen Dulles and Hoover, playing on the title of Mills’s 
hook, begins “Listen, Communist,” and accuses Mills of being a “des¬ 
picable, courageous, intelligent, lying traitor” (see Figure 11.1). In 
response to the warning and the letters, Mills made inquiries about 
purchasing a gun for self-protection. 

I Jpon the publication of Listen, Yankee, J. Edgar Hoover requested 
a summary on Mills. 32 The New York office was instructed to con¬ 
duct a “discreet preliminary investigation,” with special attention 
to the nature and extent of Mills’s relationship with Cuban officials 
and whether or not there was any Cuban direction or financing of 
Mills’s espousal of the Cuban propaganda line. 33 New York was also 
instructed to monitor the upcoming television debate, provide a com¬ 
plete background check, and told to “be particularly alert to report 
any pertinent data of a public source nature which will give an in¬ 
sight into his background and sympathies.” 

Responding to Hoover’s request, on December 15,1960, New York 
forwarded a detailed and comprehensive twenty-six-page report 
summarizing the preliminary investigation of Mills’s background and 
activities. 14 The report lists birth data, current and former residence, 
marital history, educational background, employment history, and 
travel outside the United States. Thirteen confidential informants, 
many familiar with Communist Party activity in the New York area, 
were contacted, though no evidence of any Communist affiliation 
ou Mills's part was discovered. Several Irionds, neighbors, and col- 
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leagues, the passport office, and the local postmistress were also 
contacted, some providing intimate personal information, includ¬ 
ing that Mills made extensive demands on his wife in research and 
typing and that she “wished to have several children but the subject 
did not want to be ‘tied down’ rearing children.” 35 

The synopsis on Mills’s activities offered little more than a compi¬ 
lation of information already in the FBI’s files, though it was noted 
that Mills was listed as nationally active in the New York chapter of 
the Fair Play for Cuba Committee (FPCC). 36 The synopsis also indi¬ 
cated that on the eve of the debate with Berle, broadcast on NBC, it 
was announced Mills had been hospitalized and his place was taken 
by Congressman Charles Porter, a democrat from Oregon. Mills had 
a history of heart problems and had suffered a heart attack a few 
days before the debate. Finally, the report included excerpts of sev¬ 
eral reviews of Listen, Yankee, as well as a transcription of an inter¬ 
view with Mills from the Columbia Owl, a student newspaper, 
entitled, “Our Man in Havana: C. Wright Mills Talks, Yankee Lis¬ 
tens.” Concluding that there was no evidence that Mills was being 
financed or directed by the Cuban government or that he was en¬ 
gaged in intelligence activity, the New York office indicated that no 
further investigation was being conducted and the case was closed. 
Copies of the report were sent to the CIA, the State Department, the 
(Jl'fiee of Strategic Information, G2, and the USIA. 

Dissatisfied with the scope of New York’s inquiries, particularly 
as regarded Cuban financing and support of Mills, Washington re¬ 
quested an additional supplemental report. 37 This investigation was 
carried out during the first three weeks of the new year and included 
FBI surveillance of Mills’s residence while he was recovering from 
bis heart attack and confined to home by orders from the doctor. 38 
While Mills was convalescing, New York was informed by one of its 
confidential sources, T-4, that Mills was to be visited by Aleksandrov, 
to whom be had written the year before. The visit was confirmed by 
the surveillance team. Still, no evidence of Cuban direction or fi¬ 
nancing was discovered, though New York did learn that it was Rob¬ 
ert Taber, Executive Secretary of the Fair Play for Cuba Committee, 
who had originally persuaded Mills to write his book. Once again 
New York closed its investigation and copies of this second report 
were forwarded to the Bureau in Washington as well as to the vari¬ 
ous intelligence agencies. 

For the next few months the investigation of Mills remained rela¬ 
tively dormant, though I loover received several letters I rum persons 
who bad come across Mills's book and were worried about its "red" 
leanings. Then, on April 17, Midi, it was reignited when, as Mills 
bad intimated, the greatest fears nxpi'OINud by Cuban revoluliouar 
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ies were realized and a U.S.-sponsored, CIA-trained force invaded 
Cuba at the Bay of Pigs, ninety miles south of Havana, with the hope 
of initiating a general uprising against Castro. However, as Mills had 
also predicted, the Castro regime was a popular one, the uprising 
never occurred, and the Cuban army destroyed the CIA forces, em¬ 
barrassing the United States internationally and creating a foreign 
policy disaster for the newly inaugurated Kennedy administration. 
The following day, SAC, Chicago sent an urgent telegram to Wash¬ 
ington indicating that it had been informed that Mills, in coopera¬ 
tion with the FPCC, had drawn up a statement opposing the invasion 
which was to be published as a full-page ad in the New York and 
Chicago papers and that the FPCC was planning to distribute more 
than 50 thousand leaflets in the following days as well as carry out 
some public demonstrations. 39 

A week later, New York reported that NY T-l had advised that 
Mills was leaving for Europe and would attend a rally on the Cuban 
situation in London on April 25. 40 Washington asked the Passport 
Office and the State Department to check its records for any details of 
Mills’s travel and informed its legal attache in London and the other 
intelligence agencies. On May 1, while in London, Mills sent a tele¬ 
gram, published in the National Guardian and announced by the Tass 
News Agency, to a FPCC rally in San Francisco, “Kennedy and com¬ 
pany have returned us to barbarism. Schlesinger and company have 
disgraced us intellectually and morally. I feel a desperate shame for 
my country. Sorry I cannot be with you. Were I physically able to do 
so, I would at this moment be fighting along side Fidel Castro.” 41 

Upon receiving a copy of the telegram, Washington instructed New 
York to initiate a full-fledged investigation, including a mail cover. 
At the conclusion of the investigation, Washington was expected to 
submit recommendations concerning the inclusion of Mills’s name 
in the Security Index. 42 Following a two-month investigation, New 
York reported that Mills and his family were out of the country ob¬ 
viating the need for a mail cover, though a stop was placed with the 
INS to notify the Bureau when they returned. 43 An informant indi¬ 
cated that the Mills intended to travel to England (to attend a Cuban 
rally) and Switzerland, then on to the Carpathian Mountain area or 
Black Sea region of the Soviet Union where Mills would further rest 
and recuperate from his heart attack. The Soviet Union had released 
royalties from his books sold in the country but stipulated they be 
spent there. Mills planned to be out of the United States from six 
months to one year. 

The New York investigation concluded that Mills's connections 
with the FPCC were primarily limited to his authorship of Listen, 
)’unkrn, Tlw /involution in Gulin, and lending Ids name as a sponsor 
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to pro-Cuban causes. Additional information it had obtained on the 
FPCC from a report of the U.S. Senate Internal Security Subcommit¬ 
tee indicated that the FPCC had received $3500 from the Cuban gov¬ 
ernment, through the son of its foreign minister, to help pay for a 
full-page ad placed in support of Cuba in the New York Times. Several 
sources also advised that the Socialist Workers Party (SWP) had be¬ 
come active in the FPCC and was trying to remove several members 
of the Communist Party from its executive board. Mills was also 
listed as a sponsor of a rally, held just before he had left for England, 
to abolish the House Committee on Un-American Activities. 

Based on its investigation, on July 3,1961, New York recommended 
that Mills be placed on the Reserve Index of the Security Index un¬ 
der the heading Pro-Cuban. 44 The Bureau continued to keep tabs on 
Mills from the United States. 45 New York T-l informed the FBI that 
Mills and his family had left their temporary residence in Switzer¬ 
land in late July and were touring Europe in a microbus after having 
traveled to Austria and Czechoslovakia on their way to the 
(Carpathians. The FBI also obtained a copy of an interview with Mills 
by Prensa Latina, a Cuban newswire service, in which Mills repeated 
his disgust with the U.S. invasion of Cuba and concluded, “I could 
almost write another book which would be called ‘Listen Again, 
Yankee .'” 46 

Another informant reported that during the Socialist Workers Party 
National Convention in June, income from literature was up due to 
sales of pamphlets on the Cuban revolution and books such as Mills’s. 
A report to the convention by Farrell Dobbs, a member of the Pre¬ 
sidium, indicated that Mills had been commissioned to put out the 
selected works of Leon Trotsky in paperback form and that Listen, 
Yankee had over 500 thousand copies in circulation. 47 

In late October, the Director received a memo indicating that an 
unidentifiable investigator had applied for a passport to go to Cuba 
on behalf of Mills and Ballantine Books to gather facts and docu¬ 
ments for defense against a suit that had been brought against them 
by Amadeo Barletta, Sr. and Jr., principal officers and stockholders 
in Ambar Motors and Elmundo and Telemundo, Cuban newspaper, 
radio, and television corporations mentioned in the book. 4 " Refer¬ 
ring to passages from the book, the Barlettas alleged that Mills and 
Ballantine "did compose and publish or cause to be published a 
certain book entitled, 'Listen, Yankee—The Revolution in Cuba’, 
which contained ... false, scandalous, malicious and libelous state¬ 
ments and articles concerning the plaintiffs." 46 The Mariettas were 
asking for a total of $25 million in settlements and a trial by jury. 
The investigator, listed as a Wisconsin graduate student and mem- 
bm of llie editorial board ol Studios on the Loft, was denied a pass 
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port. It was also noted that Mills and Ballantine had received sev¬ 
eral extensions for answering the complaint. 

On January 24, 1962, the INS advised that Mills had returned to 
the United States aboard Pan Am flight 155 from France. 50 Two 
months later, on March 28, SAC, New York informed the Washing¬ 
ton office that local newspapers had announced that Mills had died 
of a heart attack on March 20. 51 The following day, in a memo from 
the Director, New York was instructed to verify his death, request 
removal of his name from the Security Index, and submit a closing 
report. 52 Included in the file are several obituaries, one with a sec¬ 
tion highlighted which indicates that a new book to be published 
posthumously, The Marxists, was due out soon. On April 4, New 
York confirmed that Mills had “died on 3/20/62, at his residence of 
arteriosteratic heart disease. The medical attendant was Dr. RICH¬ 
ARD S. USEN, and the place of burial at Oak Hill Cemetery, Nyack, 
New York.” 53 

On April 16, New York submitted its closing report, but not before 
receiving one last bit of information from NY T-l that, upon his re¬ 
turn to the United States, Mills had appeared to be “disillusioned 
with the CASTRO regime because of the actions and statements of 
Prime Minister FIDEL CASTRO of Cuba concerning his Communist 
sympathy and Communist Party membership.” 54 Mills’s file was 
closed and copies of the final report were once more sent to all the 
intelligence agencies. 

Mills never devoted as much of his attention to the FBI and J. 
Edgar Hoover as they did to him, though he once noted in passing 
that no witness was treated by Congress with more deference than 
Hoover. 55 However, there can be no doubt as to his disdain for their 
surveillance activities or the McCarthyist panic and ignorance that 
was fueling it during the early 1950s when he and his wife were 
under investigation. Commenting in Listen, Yankee, Mills suggested, 
“For the plain truth is that the kind of ignorant and hysterical ‘anti¬ 
communism’ that is now the mood, the tone and the view of many 
of the highest governmental officials of the United States of America 
is of the McCarthy type. And I am just as opposed to this as I am to 
Stalinist practice and proclamation. Surely our aim, in the U.S.A. 
and in the U.S.S.R., should be to go beyond both.” 56 

In order to understand the McCarthy movement and the suspi¬ 
cions it bred, Mills subscribed to the general interpretation that it 
was rooted in a deep frustration caused by an unstable and ambiva¬ 
lent American status system in which several social constituencies, 
old Anglo-Saxon families, new immigrant families, the white collar 
and working classes were finding their positions more and more 
tenuous. This great strain was contributing to a status panic and 
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bred antisubversive authoritarian ideologies and a conformist 
pseudoconservatism which McCarthy was able to draw upon under 
the guise of “anti-Communism.” 57 McCarthy was attempting to har¬ 
ness this fear to enhance his own power and position in the struggle 
among the power elite between the Eastern “American aristocracy, 
with its liberalist leanings, Ivy League intellectual pedigrees, and 
command of the upper reaches of American government (especially 
the Executive Branch), and the “nouveau riche” recently come to 
wealth at the head of America’s growing corporate monopolies and 
out of the Texas oil fields, but still excluded from genuine political 
power. 58 At issue was not only control of the Republican party, but 
also dominance among the power elite, the future direction of the 
country, and an end to the New Deal liberalism that had been 
hegemonic for the last twenty years. 

Ironically, Mills’s diagnosis of McCarthyism was not all that dif¬ 
ferent from Parsons’s, though more clearly and consciously placed 
within the context of the structures of stratification and power within 
the United States. Nor, for that matter, was his recognition of the 
Importance of Marx for social science: “I happen never to have been 
what is called ‘a Marxist,’ but I believe Karl Marx one of the most 
.ist uto students of society modern civilization has produced: his work 
is now essential equipment of any adequately trained social scien¬ 
tist as well as of any properly educated person. Those who say they 
boar Marxian echoes in my work are saying that I have trained my¬ 
self well. That they do not intend this testifies to their own lack of 
propor education.” 59 

The difference between Parsons and Mills was Mills’s willingness 
to use Marx openly and without apology whenever he saw fit. Even 
at a time when the social climate in North America could not be less 
favorable, Mills refused to be cowed into silence. His courageous 
and outspoken stance gave a powerful, albeit controversial voice to 
tbo critical potential of the sociological imagination, even if it meant 
challenging rather than championing some of America’s most sa¬ 
cred policies and ideologies. 
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The Crimefighter and 
the Criminologist: 

The Case of Edwin H. Sutherland 
and J. Edgar Hoover 


Though he took only one course in the field as a student, Edwin H. 
Sutherland has come to be recognized as America’s most prominent 
and influential criminologist. Prior to Sutherland, American crimi¬ 
nology was mired in a multiplicity of biological determinist and 
psychiatric individualist explanations of crime. Criminals and crimi¬ 
nal behavior were looked for and assumed to be concentrated only 
among the lower classes. Through his development of the theory of 
differential association, which placed emphasis on the social ori¬ 
gins of crime and argued that criminal behavior was learned not 
inherited, Sutherland displaced biological and psychological ap¬ 
proaches and led American sociology in the establishment of a dis¬ 
ciplinary hegemony over criminology which has survived to the end 
of the twentieth century. 1 

Through his work on white-collar crime, Sutherland challenged 
fellow criminologists to discard their ideological blinders and the 
attendant class-based sampling and bias which had resulted, “quite 
as certain as it would be if the scholars selected only red-haired 
criminals for study and reached the conclusion that redness of hair 
was the cause of crime.” 2 Urging criminologists to look up as well as 
down the American class structure in their analyses of crime and 
search for a general theory of criminal behavior, he argued that “the 
causal factor is not poverty, in the sense of economic need, but the 
social and interpersonal relations which are associated sometimes 
with poverty and sometimes with wealth, and sometimes with both.”' 
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Sutherland was born in 1883 and grew up on the plains in a fun¬ 
damentalist household where card playing and dancing were not 
allowed and alcohol was considered the “great corruptor of man¬ 
kind.” 4 The third of three boys and four girls, he was said to be the 
family favorite, always eager to please his authoritarian father, George 
Sutherland, a stern and austere member of the Baptist clergy. 5 As an 
undergraduate Edwin attended Grand Island College in Nebraska, a 
small Baptist institution with one building where his father served 
as president. Though he would eventually break with the church 
and as an adult enjoyed the forbidden pleasures of his childhood, 
bridge, cigarettes, magazines, and movies, throughout his life he re¬ 
mained under the influence of his father’s ethic. Even when return¬ 
ing home as an adult, he would childishly sneak out behind the 
barn to have a smoke with his brother, safely hidden from the cen¬ 
suring gaze of their father. Like his father, Sutherland was known to 
be intellectually demanding, sharply critical of the shortcomings of 
the work of colleagues, and unstintingly self-critical. 6 

An outstanding student with a broad background in the humani¬ 
ties, science, and religion, after receiving his B.A. in 1904, Sutherland 
taught Latin, Greek, history, and shorthand at Sioux Falls College, 
another small Baptist institution in South Dakota. Two years later 
In; entered the University of Chicago with the intent of pursuing a 
I’ll.I), in history, but through a correspondence course developed an 
interest in sociology and came under the influence of Charles 
Henderson and W. I. Thomas. However, he became disillusioned 
with sociology and returned to Grand Island in 1908 to teach at his 
father’s college. After a three-year break, in 1911, Sutherland went 
back to Chicago, but soon decided not to take any more courses in 
sociology "unless I am absolutely held to it.” 7 He turned instead to 
political economy and Robert Hoxie, a protege of Thorstein Veblen, 
in a search for a value-free and objective social science through which 
human behavior could be studied and controlled, and graduated in 
1913 with a Ph.D. in both sociology and political economy. 

Upon graduation, Sutherland took a position at William Jewell 
College in Liberty, Missouri. It was the poorest job among his gradu¬ 
ating cohort, with a heavy teaching load and little time or facilities 
lor research. After six unsatisfying years at William Jewell, and even 
though he had published only one article, Chicago’s old-boy net¬ 
work came through and Sutherland was offered a position in the 
building two-person sociology department at the University of Illi¬ 
nois, chaired iiy Edward C. Hayes. Hayes asked Sutherland to write 
a criminology text lor the l.ippincott Series in Sociology, which he 
was editing, thereby rather serendipilously launching Sutherland’s 
career into the area for which he would become renowned hut in 
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which he had previously shown little interest. 8 After an exhaustive 
review of the existing literature, Sutherland produced a relatively 
conventional text, albeit one with a sociological perspective which 
avoided the pitfalls of biological determinism and other abnormalist 
explanations of the causes of crime. He offered no systematic theo¬ 
retical alternative and continued to adopt the eclectic multiple-factor 
approach of the day, more by default than conviction. Published in 
1924, Criminology quickly became the dominant text in the field. 
Through its many editions, Sutherland would eventually discard 
the multiple-factor approach and develop his own general socio¬ 
logical theory of differential association. 

Along with being catapulted into recognition as one of the leading 
criminologists in the country, in 1926, Sutherland was offered a 
position as full professor at Minnesota. No doubt he looked forward 
with anticipation to joining the likes of Stuart Chapin (chair), Manuel 
Elmer, and Pitirim Sorokin in the prestigious department, then ranked 
fourth in the nation. What he encountered was a faculty at war among 
itself and quickly slipping into the twilight of its golden age. 9 In 
1928, Chapin left and Sutherland was appointed acting chair. Things 
continued to worsen under his leadership and in 1929 he took leave 
in frustration to spend a year at the Bureau of Social Hygiene in New 
York City. 

In 1930, Sutherland was given the opportunity to return to Chi¬ 
cago through a non-tenure-track research professorship made pos¬ 
sible with the support from the Laura Spellman Rockefeller 
Foundation. The appointment, however, was not as fruitful as an¬ 
ticipated. 10 During his five years at Chicago, Sutherland received 
ten grants from the Social Science Research Council, but, overcom¬ 
mitted, only completed seven of them. And while he conducted a 
wide variety of research, relatively little made it into publication at 
the time. In 1935, Sutherland was determined not to be of Chicago 
quality and departmental chair Ellsworth Faris recommended he not 
be reappointed. Deeply embarrassed, he quietly took the helm of the 
newly independent sociology department at Indiana University (IU), 
not telling even his closest friends and colleagues the real reason for 
his move." 

Perhaps somewhat shell-shocked by his termination, Sutherland 
wasted no time in capitalizing on the work he had done at Chicago. 
In 1937, he published The Professional Thief, one of the few crimi¬ 
nological studies which involved the collaboration of a criminal him¬ 
self. The book was coauthored with Broadway Jones, an unusually 
observant and articulate professional thief whom Sutherland had 
met at Chicago.'- Jones and Sutherland brought to light an insider's 
view ol the hidden world ot the professional thief, including the 
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considerable corruption on the part of the police and politicians 
that made it possible. Challenging social pathology and poverty theo¬ 
ries of crime and moving Sutherland yet another step forward in the 
formulation of his own theory, they presented the professional thief 
as a highly intelligent expert whose panoply of skills could only be 
obtained through learning and apprenticeship within the company 
of other adepts. 

At Indiana, Sutherland attracted a small cadre of loyal graduate 
students who sensed something special was occurring: “It was not 
only that we felt Sutherland was at the frontier, we felt that we were 
at the frontier . . . that we were partners in a quest.” 13 In 1939, he 
presented the initial fruits of that quest, a first rendition of his theory 
of differential association that criminal behavior is learned in the 
same manner as is lawful behavior (i.e., through a process of social 
interaction in association with others). 14 He published his theory 
with considerable trepidation and only after strong encouragement 
by colleagues, as he considered the theory to be “in progress,” and 
was worried because, “I knew that every criminological theory which 
had lifted its head had been cracked down by everyone except its 
author.” 15 As he anticipated, his work was met with considerable 
controversy and has been the subject of research and debate ever 
since. 1 " Yet half a century later it still remains influential. Sutherland 
himself was one of the theory’s most demanding critics and during 
the next decade he continued to work on it and presented his last 
version in 1947. 17 

Sutherland argued that any theory of crime must account for the 
incidence of criminal behavior in all of its manifestations. He was 
also skeptical of official crime statistics, which tended to be biased 
in their focus on the crimes of the lower classes. Consequently, 
throughout his career he pursued an interest in illegal practices typi¬ 
cally ignored by the traditional criminology of his day, including 
lynching, Indian land frauds, circus grafting, kidnapping, smuggling, 
and piracy. 18 However, none caught his attention more than the crimes 
of the upper classes and the powerful corporate and political orga¬ 
nizations they controlled, which he exposed in his arguably most 
famous work. White Collar Crime. Rated as the most influential book 
of the decade, prior to its release in 1949, Dryden Press and a skit¬ 
tish Indiana University administration, acting as censors, forced 
Sutherland to expunge the names of all corporations and individu¬ 
als mentioned within it. 1,1 

While Sutherland seemed to have admired and ennobled the pro¬ 
fessional thief of the ilk of Broadway Jones as "wayward Puritans of 
the underworld,"''' 1 he exhibited a powerful disdain for tlie white-collar 
11 im Inal whose activities he felt lobe much more pernicious and dam 
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aging to society. He used the term “white collar” to focus not only 
on the criminal activity, but also on the social position of its busi¬ 
ness, professional, and political perpetrators. 21 As he had intended, 
the book contributed to a reformation of criminological theory and 
helped to lay the groundwork for the acceptance of his own theory 
of differential association by making it no longer possible to pursue 
overtly class-biased explanations of criminal behavior. 

When Sutherland died in 1950, taken by a stroke as he was walk¬ 
ing across the IU campus on his way to class, he was arguably 
America’s most prominent criminologist, influential and respected 
among academics and practitioners alike, with the exception of }. 
Edgar Hoover, generally reputed to be America’s number-one 
crimefighter. The relationship between the two began with a cordial 
exchange in December 1931, when Hoover invited him to attend a 
conference being held at the Bureau. Sutherland accepted the invi¬ 
tation, indicating, “I am very much interested in the conference on 
classification of crimes and I shall be glad to attend, as I expect to be 
in Washington for the conference of the American Sociological So¬ 
ciety.” 22 Hoover replied, “I am pleased to note from your letter of 
December 15th, that it will be possible for you to attend the confer¬ 
ence on crime statistics which will be held in the offices of the Bu¬ 
reau of Investigation during the holidays.” 23 

During the same period, Sutherland was serving as vice president 
of the National Institute on Mercenary Crime (NIMC) Board of Trust¬ 
ees which had invited J. Edgar Hoover to speak at its first annual 
meeting to be held at the Congressional Hotel in Chicago, December 
7 and 8, 1931. 24 A leaflet attached to the letter indicated that NIMC 
was incorporated as a nonsectarian and nonpartisan organization 
“to learn what we can, from every possible source, of the social and 
economic causes of mercenary crime.” 25 The term "mercenary crime” 
referred to crimes committed for pecuniary profit, and no doubt 
Sutherland was interested in the organization since its focus roughly 
paralleled his own lifetime interest in the white-collar criminal which 
he regarded with such disdain. 

Hoover was also interested in the organization, though not likely 
for the same reasons, and requested information on it from W. A. 
McSwain, Special Agent in Charge of the Chicago office. 26 McSwain 
dispatched an agent to visit the offices of the Institute and also con¬ 
ducted an inquiry, under a pretext, with the American Bar Associa¬ 
tion (ABA). He reported to Hoover that the Institute’s president, 
Ernest I). MacDougall, was a Chicago lawyer and member of the ABA 
and its Committee on Mercenary Crime, but that the Institute itself 
was a freestanding organization with no relationship to the Bar As¬ 
sociation. McSwain also noted that the Institute's board ol trustees 
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consisted of men who were highly respected and prominent in Chi¬ 
cago, but qualified his remarks by noting, “It would appear, how¬ 
ever, that most of them are educators and sociologists.” 27 

Following McSwain’s report. Hoover politely declined the invita¬ 
tion, indicating, “I find that it will he impossible for me to leave 
Washington during that period, a number of engagements in con¬ 
nection with current cases before the Bureau accruing at that time in 
such a manner as to render my absence from the city impossible.” 28 
After the meeting, the executive committee of NIMC extended an 
invitation to Hoover to join its advisory council, but once again he 
declined the invitation. 29 

Sutherland came to the more critical attention of the Director when 
Albert G. McCord, a reporter for the Indianapolis Times, provided 
the Indianapolis field office with copies of excerpts from a transcript 
of a talk Sutherland had delivered in support of the parole system at 
a district meeting of county welfare directors and parole officers in 
Anderson, Indiana on April 19,1938. 30 SAC Herold H. Reinecke for¬ 
warded the transcripts to Hoover, indicating that Sutherland was a 
professor of sociology at Indiana University, “with whom, I believe, 
you are familiar, as he is considerably publicized as a ‘criminolo¬ 
gist.’" 31 Of particular interest was a rather extended paragraph from 
the transcript in which Sutherland critiqued statements made by 
I loover himself: 

Some of the arguments that are made sound quite impressive until we stop 
to think of them. For instance, J. Edgar Hoover writes with much vehe¬ 
mence that they have in the Federal Bureau of Investigation a list of 13,477 
ol the most dangerous murderers, robbers, thugs, hoodlums, kidnappers, 
hold-up and confidence men, extortionists, rapists, arsonists and thieves. 
"A den of rattlesnakes could be no more dangerous. And of this list, 30% 
have been freed one or more times as the result of benevolent or silly ac¬ 
tion by some parole board.” That sounds like a rather bad indictment of 
parole, doesn’t it? But let’s think about it. Unfortunately we do not have 
the same access to records that he has and cannot speak with the same 
assurance. But what about the other 70%? If this group is as dangerous as 
ho states they must all have served time in penal institutions, and if so 
70% were released by order of the court on completion of a fixed penalty. 
Then more than twice as many of these mad dogs were released from prison 
without parole as were released from prison hy parole. lie should have 
hrnughl his indictment against the court which was benevolent or silly 
rather than against the parole board, if these statistics can be accepted. 12 


A week later, I loover acknowledged having received the transcripts 
from Keinocke, indicating, "I'm your Information, Professor 
Sul Inn land is on the Editorial Hoard ol the |oi i r 11 a I oft himinal Law 
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and Criminology and utterances such as he made are to be ex¬ 
pected.” 33 In retaliation for his remarks, Hoover ordered Sutherland’s 
name be stricken from the Bureau’s mailing list for copies of the 
Uniform Crime Reports, which he had been receiving since Septem¬ 
ber 1936. 34 Perplexed and unaware that he had been officially purged, 
a year later, on February 27, 1939, Sutherland sent Hoover a letter 
requesting to be replaced on the list: “I wish you would see that my 
name is restored to the mailing list of the Uniform Crime Reports, 
and that the four numbers in Volume IX are sent to me. I have a 
complete file of the reports, including the first ones . . . until for 
some reason they ceased to come to me after the completion of Vol¬ 
ume VIII. I make continuous use of these reports and should like 
very much to receive them.” 35 

In April, when his letter was not answered, Sutherland contacted 
Indiana Senator Sherman Minton’s office for assistance in obtaining 
the reports. The senator’s secretary contacted the Bureau and ob¬ 
tained the two most recent volumes but was informed that the prior 
volumes were exhausted. In June, the senator’s secretary once again 
requested Sutherland’s name be placed on the mailing list, but was 
told that this would not be possible “in view of the necessity of 
restricting the distribution of the publication and also in view of the 
fact that the University of Indiana [sic] Library already was on the 
mailing list.” 36 Finally, on August 2,1940, Sutherland again appealed 
directly to Hoover, indicating, “I have written to the Bureau three times 
previously during the last two or three years and did not receive the 
Reports or a reply to my request.” He further explained, “I teach the 
course in criminology at Indiana University and am preparing sev¬ 
eral graduate students each year for work in this field. I am using the 
Uniform Crime Reports frequently for information on trends in crime 
rates. I doubt if anyone in the United States makes more continuous 
use of them than I do. Consequently it would be a great convenience 
to me to have them readily available in my own office. 37 

As a result of his last letter, R. C. Hendon prepared a memorandum 
for Hoover’s second in command, Clyde Tolson, summarizing the 
Bureau’s contacts with Sutherland. After reading the memo, Tolson 
wrote at the bottom of the second page, “I suggest we now give him 
Uniform Crime Statistics only. His old parole cohorts have been pretty 
well licked.” Hoover grudgingly agreed, scrawling beneath Tolson’s 
note, “Place him on list for crime reports from now on. Need not 
send back issues. Need not acknowledge his letters. H.” 3 " Hoover’s 
denial to Sutherland was particularly ironic given that Sutherland 
had been a member of the staff of the Bureau of Social Hygiene in 
1930, when the Uniform Crime Statistics system was taken over by 
llm Bureau, and that lie had actually assisted in the transfer. 
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Sutherland’s treatment does not appear to be atypical. Not only 
were suspected subversives the target of FBI surveillance, but so 
was anyone making critical remarks about Hoover and the Bureau. 
With the assistance of his agents and their national network of infor¬ 
mants, he kept a vigilant eye out for any criticisms of himself, the 
Bureau, or its policies. He seems to have held a special disdain for 
sociologists and “criminologists.” Another criminologist who crossed 
Hoover’s path and was caught up in this net was Norman Hayner, a 
professor at the University of Washington. On December 28, 1939, 
the FBI was informed that Hayner was planning to present a paper 
“The Prison as a Community” to the American Sociological Society 
meetings in Philadelphia. 39 Coauthored with a graduate student, Ellis 
Ash, the paper was extremely critical of the director of the FBI and 
would be characterized by the Philadelphia Ledger as “a scathing 
denunciation of J. Edgar Hoover’s vigorous defense of the machine- 
gun school of criminology.” On instruction from E. A. Tamm, a top 
I loover aid, Special Agent T. J. Scott from the Philadelphia office 
was sent to the meeting undercover. 40 He was instructed to obtain a 
copy of the paper from the session chair under the pretext that he 
was a representative of Trans-Radio Press. Both a copy of the meet¬ 
ing program and the paper were forwarded to the Washington office 
and eventually found their way to Hoover’s desk. Hoover read the 
paper carefully, marking special attention to a passage toward the 
end: "Generally speaking a country gets the kind of prison that it 
deserves. As long as fraud, corruption and disorganization continue 
to pervade American life, it cannot be expected that prisons will be 
much better. The prison is a part of a given social structure and tends 
to reflect that culture. Russia has challenged the world by providing 
correctional labor colonies that are self-governing, pay union wages, 
encourage normal family life and produce graduates who voluntar¬ 
ily return to their ‘alma mater’ to live. But that is Russia and this is 
America.” 41 

I loover felt that this passage indicated the source of his critics’ 
remarks. On a handwritten memo attached to the paper, he scrawled, 
"The answer to this diatribe is found on page 6 of the effusion. The 
writers are apparently ‘Soviet lovers.’ Just a couple of‘fellow travel¬ 
ers’ who have gotten off of the main highway into a morass of cow 
dung" (see Figure 12.1). 42 

Several FBI offices from around the nation sent copies of addi¬ 
tional newspaper articles or editorials concerning the paper. To the 
correspondence from R. G. Suran, Special Agent in Gharge of the 
Seattle office, I loover replied with a personal and confidential memo, 
enclosing a copy of the paper and noting, "Several newspaper items 
appeared in the press in the Fast mentioning I’rolessor I layner's ref 


Figure 12.1 
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erence to me, which of course is characteristic of the effusion of so 
many sociologists and so-called reformers. ... I would like very 
much to have you discretely advise me of the background of Profes¬ 
sor Hayner and Professor Ash at an early date.’’ 43 

Following two weeks of inquiries among students, staff, and per¬ 
haps faculty, Suran reported back to Hoover, “[NAME DELETED] 
stated he had understood that Professor HAYNER was probably radi¬ 
cal and he would endeavor to obtain further information concern¬ 
ing this.... It was learned recently that the Sociology Department of 
the University has the reputation of being a ‘nest’ for those indi¬ 
viduals of‘pinkish’ complexion; however neither [NAME DELETED] 
or [NAME DELETED] were able to state definitely that Professor 
HAYNER was a ‘red’ but he has the reputation of being a ‘leftist.’” 44 

Suran concluded the memo by assuring Hoover that “if I have oc¬ 
casion to meet either Professor HAYNER or Mr. Ash I will inform 
them in no uncertain terms as to how misinformed they are with 
reference to your views on the handling of prisoners.” 45 

It is not surprising that Hoover had declined the invitation that 
Sutherland and NIMC offered him in 1931 to join the movement 
against mercenary crime. For while Sutherland was outraged at the 
threat such crimes posed to the political and economic order, this 
was not a view shared by Hoover and the FBI. If anything, the chilly 
academic climate created by FBI and McCarthy activities suppressed 
interest in the investigation of white-collar crime, which would only 
really take off in the late 1970s and early 1980s in the aftermath of 
Watergate. 40 And while Hoover retaliated against Sutherland for his 
criticisms of the FBI, one might speculate that had he known of the 
full scope of Hoover’s and the FBI’s activities, Sutherland might well 
have considered Hoover himself to be a white-collar criminal. In 
fact, Sutherland’s theory of differential association and analysis of 
white-collar crime might well provide a sociological model for un¬ 
derstanding the widespread abuse of authority and disregard for the 
law, civil rights, freedom of speech, and the right to privacy which 
developed under the Hoover regime. 

In propounding his theory of white-collar crime, Sutherland ar¬ 
gued that the crime of corporate executives had its roots in the same 
general processes of differential association and social isolation as 
other crimes: “As a part of the process of learning practical busi¬ 
ness, a young man with idealism and thoughtfulness for others is 
inducted into white collar crime. In many cases he is ordered by the 
manager In do things which he regards as unethical or illegal, while 
in other cases he learns from those who have the same rank as his 
own how they make a success. I le learns specific techniques of vio¬ 
lating the law, together with del in it ions of sit nations in which those 
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techniques may be used .” 47 In addition to learning illegal techniques 
and practices through his association with others, Sutherland fur¬ 
ther argued that the young businessman develops a general ideology 
which helps to make acceptable and justify his behavior within the 
organization . 48 

Sutherland also suggests that a process of social isolation contrib¬ 
utes to the development of criminal behavior and argues that “the 
essential reason why persons become criminals is that they have 
been isolated from the culture of the law abiding group .” 49 This shel¬ 
ters them from any negative feedback which would likely occur were 
their activities to be more generally known and their associations 
more broadly dispersed: “The persons who define business prac¬ 
tices as undesirable and illegal are customarily called ‘communists’ 
or ‘socialists’ and their definitions carry little weight .” 50 

However, Sutherland just as easily might have been talking about 
Hoover and the FBI. As he rose to Director and then consolidated 
his position, Hoover established covert liaisons with selected con¬ 
gressmen and when possible the president, and created an internal 
security bureaucracy to maintain his influence as well as isolate and 
insulate himself and his Bureau from the scrutiny and authority of 
both his superiors and the public. In the process, he developed a 
complex set of record-keeping practices for handling information 
which shielded the more questionable and sometimes outright crimi¬ 
nal activities from being uncovered (i.e., illegal and unauthorized 
wiretaps, and “black bag” breaking and entry jobs). Hoover also used 
his highly secret files full of potentially compromising information 
to blackmail those individuals, up to and including the president, 
who might threaten either his position of influence or fiefdom of 
secrecy. 

In a fashion similar to that of the young businessman, the atti¬ 
tudes and practices built into the culture of the Bureau were passed 
on to its agents and, through recruitment, training, and evaluation 
and promotion procedures, all protected from scrutiny, criticism, or 
self-doubt under the cover of an anti-Communist ideology. Agents 
were drawn from selected colleges and universities. At the training 
academy they were carefully inducted into the Bureau, informed of 
its strict dress and grooming codes, and taught its practices and pro¬ 
cedures, including unquestioned obedience to the absolute author¬ 
ity of the Director. They formed a homogenous grouping with similar 
backgrounds and a common ideology, and were easily recognizable 
with their short haircuts and white-collar shirts; no colored shirts or 
red tios wore allowed. 5 ' No female agents were allowed under 
Hoover's tenure, and the first African-American agent was not ad¬ 
mitted into the academy until alter then Attorney General Robert 
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Kennedy remarked on the lack of diversity within the Bureau . 52 Once 
in the field, newly graduated agents would complete their educa¬ 
tion through association with other agents and were carefully scru¬ 
tinized both on and off the job. Any breach of protocol or questioning 
of authority provided grounds for immediate dismissal or reassign¬ 
ment to one of the Bureau’s most remote field offices. 

Once agents left the Bureau, they continued to be “kept in the 
family” through its Society of Former Agents of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. The result of this carefully organized and orches¬ 
trated process of indoctrination, association, and isolation was the 
creation of a large white-collar cadre of Special Agents ready to carry 
out the bidding of the Bureau and convinced, like “the Boss,” of the 
righteousness of their endeavors, legal or not . 53 No doubt many also 
shared his suspicion of academics and would not think twice when 
ordered to surveil a prominent sociologist and criminologist such as 
Sutherland. 

While Hoover was consumed with the threat of subversives, 
Sutherland warned that white-collar crime threatened to subvert the 
legitimacy of the nation’s most basic institutions because of its poten¬ 
tial to "tear at the core of a society and render citizens cynical and 
selfish ." 54 He argued, “The large corporations, through restraint of trade 
and other illegal behavior, have been the principal subversives in 
the sense that their behavior, regardless of their intentions, has un¬ 
dermined and fundamentally changed the economic and political 
institutions of the United States .” 55 Through their illegal activities, 
businessmen had conspired to create a system of “private collectiv¬ 
ism” that “is very similar to socialism in its departure from free en¬ 
terprise and free competition, but differs from socialism in that it 
does not include representation and consideration of the public .” 56 
I le added that “we may adopt one of the collectivistic systems in 
which the public has some representation: socialism, communism, 
fascism, or large-scale cooperative enterprises. In any case, we are 
in a transition from free competition and free enterprise toward some 
Other system, and the violations of the antitrust laws by large corpo¬ 
rations are an important factor in producing this transition .” 57 

In retrospect, it would appear that Sutherland was much more 
farsighted than Hoover and the FBI in recognizing the threat of white- 
collar crime. Since he first brought national attention to the white- 
collar crime of corporations and politicians, such activities have 
continued unabated. Hardly a week passes by without yet another 
revelation hilling the headlines. The result, just as Sutherland pre¬ 
dicted, has been an increasingly cynical and apathetic population. 
Public trust in government has sunk even lower than it was during 
Watergate ,'' 6 The consequent erosion in the legitimacy ol many ol 
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our most basic institutions, no doubt fueled in some part by revela¬ 
tions of abuses of Hoover and the FBI, has turned out to be a much 
more serious menace to the social fabric than any which were posed 
by the Communist threat. 
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Conclusion 


Robert Merton warns us that we must always keep in mind that his¬ 
torical documents, in the strictest sense, are “writings generated by 
occasion and circumstance, designed for their designated recipients 
and not, surely, for some inquisitive sociologist or historian of the 
future.” 1 No doubt this is true, especially in the case of FOIA docu¬ 
ments with the extensive withholdings and deletions to which they 
are subject prior to being released. Nonetheless, the historian of so¬ 
ciology has no choice but to work with them, though advisedly and 
with caution. These documents reveal previously unknown details 
of the biographies of several of American sociology’s most prominent 
contributors, and through them an important and little-documented 
hidden chapter in the history of American sociology that has been 
influential in defining its distinctive character. As Barbara Laslett 
has recognized, biography enables us to “examine the social process 
through the individual’s experience of it, an approach that makes it 
possible to observe how actions construct social structures and, in 
turn, how such structures support some kinds of actions while con¬ 
straining others.” 2 

The picture that emerges from these documents is that of a national 
law enforcement agency, ostensibly a crime-fighting organization, tak¬ 
ing on the role of a secret police under the tutelage of a J. Edgar 
Hoover driven by racist and anti-Communist ideologies . 3 As Helen 
l.yiul feared, the anti-Communist hysteria that Hoover was propa¬ 
gating, even though, as .Stouffer's study indicated, less than I per- 
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cent of the public actively shared his concerns, constituted an at¬ 
tack on independent thought and action. 4 Sorokin shared her fears, 
warning that the pervasive attempts to suppress the Communist Party 
and subversive activity threatened to destroy the freedoms they were 
ideologically claimed to protect by adopting the very repressive and 
undemocratic methods for which the Communist countries were 
being publically deplored. Ogburn added an additional sociological 
dimension to this critique, pointing out the danger of the abuses 
that could result from the growing centralization and concentration 
of power resulting from the increasing bureaucratization of Ameri¬ 
can society and its most important social institutions. 

Clearly, the domestic surveillance and national security appara¬ 
tus created within the FBI by Hoover reflected just such a develop¬ 
ment. Even the normal research activities of sociologists were suspect 
and surveilled by the FBI. Ogburn was suspected of espionage for a 
simple survey on industrial dispersion, Frazier for requesting a few 
blueprints of buildings. Any interest in Russian society was taboo. 
Burgess’s comparative sociological interest in the Russian family was 
suspect, especially since he had taken the trouble to learn to speak 
some Russian, no doubt to carry out his participant observation, and 
because he had a collection of Russian books, the kind of materials 
any competent qualitative sociologist would assemble. No one was 
above suspicion. Even Talcott Parsons could be subject to a major 
investigation based only on the unlikely accusations of a disgruntled 
colleague. 

Stouffer's sociological survey of Americans’ attitudes toward com¬ 
munism made him a target of surveillance. In addition, his ques¬ 
tions concerning attitudes about the FBI and its Director brought 
further attention. Hoover was very sensitive to any criticisms, po¬ 
tential or actual, of the Bureau or himself. This was surely the rea¬ 
son he almost childishly denied Sutherland access to the Uniform 
(Irime Report, and had such a negative attitude regarding criminolo¬ 
gists, such as Hayner, who might criticize his policies or develop 
research that contradicted them. However, it was those sociologists 
wlm were most outspoken and critical of the status quo, the likes of 
Mills, the Lynds, Du Bois, and Frazier, who were subject to the most 
extensive scrutiny. The latter two were doubly suspect, for being 
both Black and red. Whether it be the nature of the economic system 
and llm class structure, race relations, or international foreign policy, 
any sustained sociological critique of American society was regarded 
as subversive and potentially disloyal, 

I loover seems to have held a general disdain lor sociologists, so it 
is no wonder that the sociological imagination was placed under 
Surveillance. As Robert I.ynd has suggested, "It's precisely the role 
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of the social scientist to be troublesome.” 5 Hoover had little toler¬ 
ance for such dissenters and felt them to be subversive and disloyal. 
However, as Helen Lynd further recognized, the possibility for cre¬ 
ativity and discovery, the requisite of a vibrant sociology, is a social 
climate which tolerates rebellion to accepted ideas. Certainly this 
has been the assumption shared by all of those Western scholars 
who have routinely discounted Eastern European sociology under 
Communist influence as ideologically suspect orthodoxy, intellec¬ 
tually shackled by the political authorities and state functionaries 
of the Communist Party. 8 What is now clear is that American sociol¬ 
ogy was subject to similar, though less overt and certainly not as 
extreme, pressures. 

In an ironic parallel, in the Cold War era following World War II, 
at the same time that sociology was being politically suppressed in 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union on the grounds that it was a 
“bourgeois pseudo-science,” in the United States it was being re¬ 
garded as a hotbed of subversives and potentially “pinkish” fellow 
travelers. In both cases, sociology was felt to be ideologically threat¬ 
ening, politically suspect, and in need of careful monitoring for the 
threat it posed to the legitimacy of the norms of the dominating sta¬ 
tus quo. At the same time that the KGB and other intelligence agen¬ 
cies throughout the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe were keeping 
close track of the activities and registering the contacts of their soci¬ 
ologists, J. Edgar Hoover and the FBI, in close cooperation with the 
rest of the intelligence community and the House and Senate inves¬ 
tigating committees, were carrying out a similar and extensive sur¬ 
veillance of American sociologists. Those professors identified as 
“subversive,” on either side, were often marginalized within or 
pushed out of the discipline. 

While it is difficult to determine the precise impact this has had 
on the character of American sociology, a few suggestions might be 
ventured. Perhaps the most obvious is the lack of a serious tradition 
of Marxist scholarship in the United States, at least until the 1960s, 
and then only at the margins of the discipline. 7 As indicated earlier, 
there was a notable lack of attention to Marx in the works of Ameri¬ 
can sociology’s most prominent theorist, Parsons, even though he 
agreed with his vociferous critic, C. W. Mills, that no adequately 
educated sociologist could ignore the Marxist tradition. This absence, 
even today, is virtually unique to American sociology, especially 
when compared to its European and Latin American counterparts. 

It might also be suggested that the climate of fear and repression 
fostered by Hoover and the FBI contributed to the growing hege¬ 
mony of quantitative methodologies and statistical analyses that were 
championed within the discipline by (Jgburn, Slouffer, and lamdherg. 
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Young Soviet sociologists in the 1950s attempted to import meth¬ 
odologies from the natural sciences as a protective shield with which 
to avoid running afoul of the reigning orthodoxy of historical material¬ 
ism. 8 Members of the American sociological community may well have 
adopted similar strategies. Coincidently, the earliest movements in the 
United States toward a more empirical and scientific sociology, 
purged of the reformist elements represented by the likes of Jane 
Addams and the women of Hull House, were being carried out at 
Chicago during the time of America’s first red scare. Hoover already 
was responsible for the Department of Justice’s antiradical excesses. 9 

An unexpected revelation which emerges from the FBI’s files is 
the glimpse they afford of the terrific amount and diversity of resis¬ 
tance that was mobilized in opposition to the anti-Communist hys¬ 
teria being fostered by Hoover. This is a story that usually gets 
overshadowed by the focus on the activities of the FBI, and the Sen¬ 
ate and House investigating committees. Yet what is clear from the 
few cases examined here is that there were literally hundreds if not 
thousands of petitions, committees, letters, and other actions pro¬ 
testing the climate of suspicion and the pervasive surveillance be¬ 
ing carried out under the anti-Communist umbrella. What is also 
clear is that many sociologists were playing an active role in this 
resistance movement, though not without risk to themselves and 


the standing of the profession. 

The participation of sociologists, from Parsons’s opposition to the 
California Loyalty Oath to Sorokin’s and Du Bois’s willingness to sign 
virtually any petition protesting encroachments on political discourse 
or in support of international peace and disarmament, may well have 
played a factor in the elimination of any reference to the social sci¬ 
ences in the original bill which established the National Science 
Foundation. It was only after concerted lobbying by social scien¬ 
tists, including the enlistment of sociology and the behavioral sci¬ 
ence's in the confrontation with international communism, that the 
social sciences were eventually deemed worthy of NSF support and, 
by the end of 1960, a Division of Social Sciences was established."’ 

Those sociologists most critical of American society and sociol¬ 
ogy, Du Bois, the Lynds, Frazier, Mills, and many others not treated 
here, such as members of the Frankfurt School and Scott Nearing, 
were also those most suspect by J. Edgar Hoover and the I'BI." Ironi¬ 
cally, at the same time they were the sociologists most marginalized 
within the mainstream of American sociology. While there is no rea¬ 
son to suggest any kind of conscious and conspiratorial collaboia- 
tinn between the two communities, there is a provocative parallel 


here that cannot he easily ignored. 
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Finally, it must be recognized that this story is incomplete, for 
included herein are only the accounts of a few of the sociologists 
who were subject to FBI surveillance, and in some cases harassment. 
And, having risen to the ranks of those recognized as most promi¬ 
nent in the discipline, they were also the survivors. Perhaps the most 
important story remains untold, if not untellable. That is of the un¬ 
countable numbers of relatively unknown and anonymous sociolo¬ 
gists at institutions small and large across the nation who either did 
not survive or quietly censored themselves out of fear of the conse¬ 
quences, stunting the growth and development and blunting the criti¬ 
cal edge of the sociological imagination. 

The FBI’s activities, including its widespread surveillance of 
American sociologists, served to silence dissent, inhibit democratic 
discourse, and push the mainstream of the discipline toward an 
uncritical support of the status quo. If there is a lesson to be learned 
from this, it is that sociologists must always remain vigilant, for while 
the FBI has been reigned in and McCarthyism long discredited, new 
threats have appeared on the horizon. Recent efforts to bolster the 
canons of various disciplines and undermine movements toward 
more diversity and inclusiveness, often conducted under the guise 
of rooting out “political correctness,” smack of a kind of neo- 
McCarthyist resurrection attempting to eradicate any remaining criti¬ 
cal elements of the discipline that were able to survive the great 
purges of the 1940s and 1950s, and roll back the gains made since 
the 1960s. Additional pressures have come in the form of the poli¬ 
tics of research funding and the increasing need to attract private 
and corporate support for research. 12 Lest we forget our history, it is 
not an overstatement to suggest that the struggle for democracy, tol¬ 
erance, and the freedom of speech and dissent, necessary for the 
creative discovery of a vibrant sociological imagination, is a never- 
ending one which cannot be left untended. 

NOTES 

1. Robert K. Merton, “The Sorokin-Merton Correspondence on ‘Puri¬ 
tanism, Pietism, and Science,’ 1933-1934,” in Sorokin and Civilization: A 
Centennial Assessment, ed. Joseph B. Ford, Michel P. Richard, and Palmer 
C. Talbutt (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 1996), 22. 

2. Barbara Laslett, “Biography as Historical Sociology: The Case of Wil¬ 
liam Fielding Ogburn,” Theory and Society 2 (1991): 518. 

3. Herbert Mitgang, Dangerous Dossiers: Exposing the Secret War 
Against America's Greatest Authors (New York: Ballantinc, 1989), 6-7, 
makes a similar observation based on his examination of Hoover’s record 
and the Fill's files on America’s writers. See also Atlnm (I. Thooharis and 



208 


Stalking the Sociological Imagination 


John Stuart Cox, The Boss: ]. Edgar Hoover and the Great American Inqui¬ 
sition (New York: Bantam, 1990), 6. 

4. As Ellen Schrecker notes, the anti-Communist movement was pri¬ 
marily a top-down phenomenon and might have more accurately been given 
the moniker “Hooverism,” and not McCarthyism, because of the indispens¬ 
able role Hoover and the FBI played as the designer and bureaucratic heart 
of repressive machinery of the movement. See Ellen Schrecker, Many Are the 
Crimes: McCarthyism in America (New York: Little, Brown, 1998), xiii, 203. 

5. As quoted in Barry Johnston, Pitirim A. Sorokin: An Intellectual Bi¬ 
ography (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1995), 126. 

6. In fact, the story of sociology in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union 
under communism is not such a simple one. The ideological restrictions 
and climate of repression, especially after World War II, notwithstanding, 
sociologists in these countries, both those under the Communist umbrella 
as well as those purged from the academy and/or forced underground, 
created a tremendously rich body of social scientific scholarship address¬ 
ing the most crucial issues, questions, and challenges facing their societies 
(e.g., ethnicity and identity, industrialization, modernization, family, work, 
healthcare, deviance, and even stratification and inequality). This work 
represents a broad and sophisticated body of social scientific research which 
should not be ignored and which offers an until recently unavailable and 
ignored resource for American sociologists. For an overview of the recent 
history of Eastern European sociology and its various national traditions, 
including extensive bibliographic references, see Mike Forrest Keen and 
Janusz Mucha, ed., Eastern Europe in Transformation: The Impact on So- 
<iology (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1994). 

7. As soon as some of the more critical and radical elements of Ameri¬ 
can sociology, as well as a fledgling Marxist tradition, began to become 
moro visible and make significant inroads within American sociology in 
the 1960s, they too came under FBI scrutiny, as evidenced by its surveil¬ 
lance of the ASA meetings and counterconvention held in San Francisco 
in 1968. However, the full scope and details of this story remain to be 
determined as the files which chronicle it are not yet fully available. Since 
many of the principals are still alive, these files cannot be released unless 
they request them. 

8. Gennady S. Batygin and Inna F. Deviatko, “The Metamorphoses of 
Russian Sociology,” in Keen and Mucha, Eastern Europe in Transforma¬ 
tion, 18. Similar strategies were adopted in Poland and Hungary. See 
Wladyslaw Kwasniewicz, “Dialectics of Systemic Constraint and Academic 
Freedom: Polish Sociology under Socialist Regime,” and Attila Bechkehazi 
and Tibor Kuczi, "The Sociology of Reformist Socialism: The Hungarian 
Model," in idem. 

9. Thonhuris and Cox, The Boss, 16-17. 

It). In 1958, Robert Merton and Samuel Stouffer joined thirteen other be¬ 
havioral scientists in presenting a pamphlet, "National Support for Behavior 
Science,” which outlined the place of behavioral science in national defense 
and discussed how it might contribute to national strength and spirit. Robert 
Friedrichs, A Sociology of Sociology (N<IW York: Free Press, 11170), HO till. 
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11. For example, Herbert Marcuse’s file consists of more than 500 pages, 
beginning with instructions that he be investigated following a speech he 
delivered at the University of Notre Dame in April 1966 during which he 
identified himself as a Marxist. In addition to a file on the Institute of Social 
Research in general, the FBI also has files on Theodore Adorno, Ernst Bloch, 
Eric Fromm, Max Horkheimer, and Karl Wittfogel. Scott Nearing was not 
one of the survivors. After holding positions at the University of Pennsyl¬ 
vania and the University of Toledo, he was eventually forced out of the 
academy and retreated to his homestead in Vermont, where he and his 
wife Helen became popular figures in the simplicity and self-sufficiency 
movement. See Scott Nearing, Making of a Radical: A Political Autobiog¬ 
raphy (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), and Helen Nearing and Scott Near¬ 
ing, Living the Good Life (New York: Schocken, 1970). 

12. David Dickson, The New Politics of Science (New York: Pantheon, 
1984), provides an excellent account of how some of these forces are influ¬ 
encing the contemporary production of scientific knowledge. While his 
account is primarily geared to the natural sciences, the major issues he 
raises are also applicable to sociology and the social sciences. 
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